A Grievous Wolf

“For | know this, that after my departing shall_ggvous wolvesnter in among you, not sparing the
flock” Acts 20:29

I ntroduction

An individual named John Wolf has posed a serie§76fquestions which he entitl€UESTIONS FOR
KJV ONLYon his sitewww.cerm.info/bible_studies/Exegetical/king_jameslysm.htm See below. The
guestions are clearly aimed at subverting belighin 1611 Holy Bible a%he scripture of truth” Daniel
10:21 and a%all scripture” that“is given by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16.

*Question Ss a statement, not a questioQuestion 20s dogma. Questions 813, 14, 16, 19, 24, 26, 27,
31, 36, 38, 41, 44, 55 each consists of 2 questionQuestions 1034, 50 each consists of 4 questionQues-
tions 17 18, 25, 39, 40 each consists of 3 questionQuestion 28onsists of 6 questions. Grievous Wolf
therefore has actually posed 103 questions, depgrui how some of his other statements in his ourest
are interpreted. He should at least pay readersdhbrtesy of getting his arithmetic right.

Wolf's site indicates that he has obtained his netdrom another sitejesus-messiah.com/html/kjv-
questions.htmlalso promoted by a further sit@ww.bible.ca/b-kjv-only.htm#guestionsoncocted by sev-
eral Bible critics with no final authority that thean specify between two covers. The three oonasi
when the expressidifrinal Authority” occurs on this third site, are each only in mogladrDr Ruckman’s
belief in the 1611 Holy Bible as his final authgritlt is therefore not surprising that some of tiseial noto-
rious anti-Biblical suspects are to be encounteredhe site; namely Gary Hudson, Doug Kutilek arodb B
Ross.

Wolf is therefore little more thafthe messenger of Satan2 Corinthians 12:7 with respect to the questions
that he poses but he nevertheless fully endorsss,tho they will be taken as Wolf's questions ie ta-
marks that follow.

Observe that Wolf introduces his list of 67 quassibdy lying and then compounding his lying by theof
presumption, Psalm 19:13. He statds conclude this article with questions that mpKJVO cannot an-
swer.”

“Most KJVO” can answer Wolf's questions, if they are prepaociBearch the scriptures”John 5:39 and
“Prove all things” 1 Thessalonians 5:23 and many have done so, Bbevihown. Grievous Wolf can’t
answer them because the satanic counterfeits thébllows and recommends on his site; NIV, NASV,
NKJV, change the wording of the commands in Jol39,51 Thessalonians 5:23 and Grievous Wolf cannot
see that he is no more than a pathetic exampkaaih 44:20.

“He feedeth on ashes: a deceived heart hath turriech aside that he cannot deliver his soul, nor say, Is
there not a lie in my right han@”

The answer of course is yes, the same satanidthethivee different titles; NIV, NASV, NKJV.

By inspection, with his repeated fixation on ‘thee€k etc.” and/or ‘the originals’ as his bogus rartties’
throughout his questions, John Wolf has repeateidijated the priesthood of all believers, 1 Petér, B,
insofar as most of the Body of Christ have no krealgke of Koine Greek and no reason for learning it a
is a dead language like Latin. Moreover, no-oneearth has access to the lost ‘originals,” everugho
some fundamentalists in the US, particularly the&urgon Society Executive Committee* profess to
have the ‘original text’ of scripture except thiaey will not disclose where it is between two caver

*See items undenww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-divgktro-and-dawaite.php

As one of thé‘grievous wolveg John Wolf is therefore one of the pditly reason of whom the way of
truth shall be evil spoken of2 Peter 2:2, the others including Gary Hudson,didutilek, Bob Ross etc.

Wolf tries to cover himself with the excuse thatib@ot“anti-KJV” and therefore complains that he is go-
ing to be"misunderstood”if anyone criticises his article. The truth ifetwise.

Bro. Martin A. Shue, who has this siteww.avdefense.webs.contias posted a refutation of John Wolf's
attempt to subvert the 1611 Holy on his site hengw.avdefense.webs.com/responsel.htiBto. Shue’s
article is an excellent revelation of John Wolfoa® of those thdtresist the truth: men of corrupt minds,
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reprobate concerning the faith2 Timothy 3:8. He has ndmisunderstood” Wolf at all but rightly re-
proved him as an unfruitful worker of darkness, &pans 5:11.

Bro. Shue has included some questions in his artarl Mr Wolf. This writer also has some questidois
John Wolf.

1. If all your questions were answered explicitly, wbwyou then be prepared to believe that the 161¥ Ho
Bible is “all scripture” that*“is given by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16, because if not, why
should anyone bother answering them?

2. If your answer to the last question is no, thentigall scripture that is given by inspiration 6pd be-
tween two covers for today?

3. Do you have a copy?
4. Where can anyone else obtain a copy?

If Mr Wolf can’t answer Questions 1-4 directly, thée has no final authority other than two-and-t-ha
pints of human brains*, i.e. his, that will die twviim.

*See Dr Ruckman’s commentarihe Book Of MatthemBible Baptist Bookstore, 1970, p 30.

1611 Holy Bible believers have a different finattaarity that will outlast heaven and earth, Matth24v35.
“Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my wordslshat pass away

1611 Holy Bible believers are therefore Katv Only as Mr Wolf insinuates. They akeddV AUTHORITY

What follows is a detailed response to each of Milf&/ questions, given in italics. The answers giren
below each question in regular format.

It should be understood that while the answersrgstould satisfy'they, which in an honest and good
heart, having heard the word, keep it, and bringtio fruit with patience” Luke 8:15, nothing short dthe
judgment seat of ChristRomans 14:10 will satisfy Bible critics like JoWwolf of whose ilk Paul warns in
Titus 1:15"but unto them that are defiled and unbelieving ithing pure; but even their mind and con-
science is defiled

QUESTIONS FOR KJV ONLY
1. Which KJV is inspired, since it was revised teretinthe last being in 18507

How does revision cancel out inspiration? Chaptet verse? Check Jeremiah 36:22. Wolf doesn’t
know the Bible too well. He appears simply to epeaating only what other critics have told him.

2. How did people get saved before 1611?

The same way they got saved after 1611. Checkdigi®e2:8, 9. Wolf again shows that he doesn’t
know his Bible very well.

3. Do you realize that the apostle Paul did not useKdV?

Yes, that is realised. So what? Moses didn'ttheePauline Epistles. Does that eliminate Genesis-
Deuteronomy as part of all scripture that is gitgrinspiration of God?

4. Why do KJV only people reject the apocrypha, thgirel 1611 version contained the apocrypha?

The 1611 Edition of the 1611 Holy Bible containée tApocrypha between the testaments. It was
never part of either the Old or New Testament aditle pages show, which are easy to check. Vgolf
either wilfully ignorant or bone idle or both.

5. If God always gives the world his word in one laage (as KJV believers say of English), then the KJV
is certainly not that language, for God chose KaBREEK not ENGLISH to reveal his New Covenant!

Wolf's terminology is wrong. The correct expressiis the New Testament, as Hebrews 9 shows.
Again, Wolf shows that he doesn’t know the Bibleywell. With respect to Koine Greek, where is the

chapter and verse to show thidite New Testament2 Corinthians 3:6 must be confined to what is now
a dead language like Latin that therefore cannat batisfactory vehicle fdthe word of God, which
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liveth and abideth for ever’l Peter 1:23? If Wolf can’t produce chapter aedsg to support his
‘Koine-Greek-onlyism,’ then yet again, he shows the has no final authority apart from his own two-
and-a-half pints of human brains that will die wiiim.

Further, to insist, as Wolf does, that knowledga aead language that few are able to learn ipr&e
sent day in order to know what God ‘really’ sa&laiviolation of the priesthood of all believerfdter
2:5, 9, a specific doctrine that applies to Chaistbelieversiow. Sed ntroduction.

. If God gave us the KJV as the ONLY inspired traimsia why could God not repeat the process again
in modern English language or in other languagethefworld?

The 1611 Holy Bible isn’t the only Bible translati@available today that is all scripture given bgpn
ration of God. Wolf is showing his wilful ignoram@again and he should chedkzardous Materialby

Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger p 115 for information aboutles in other languages that are all scripturegiv
by inspiration of God. She stat&et God'’s inspired words can still be found fooie who seek them,
in Bibles such as the Spanish Valera 1602 Purificatie Morrison Chinese Bible, Bible King James
Francaise and others.

Those Bibles are faithful to the text of the 161dl\HBible. God will not repeat the process today f
modern versions because a) He has His Book ana mhadern version can be translated under the
power and authority of a king, such as JantesEtclesiastes 8:4, so God has ignored them. The R
translators of 1881 twice approached the Engliswiorfor backing for their translation. Queen Victo
ria rightly refused each time. Ditto all subsedquesrsions with respect to the absence of kingthaiu

ity to certify them asthe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21. One way and another, all modersives,
even the NKJV, derive from the corrupt Catholic aepres of the Westcott-Hort RV from the 1611
Holy Bible. God has therefore ignored them.

. If God supervised the translation process so thatKJV would be 100% error free, why did God not
extend this supervision to the printers who madeleave made many errors in printing the text?

God put the fear of God into printers who were @itbareless or, in some cases, deliberately meddle-
some with His Book. The printers who omittedot” from Exodus 20:14 in a 1631 Edition by Robert
Barker were severely fined and lost their printédcence.

Seeen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wicked Bible

Wolf ought to do some checking of authentic hist@@rifacts instead of repeatedly displaying wilfgH i
norance. He should also consider the end warmirigSamuel 2:30, as it also applies to him.they

that despise me shall be lightly esteenied=inally, it is up to Wolf to show that any pringéerrors
persist in the 1611 Holy Bible. If he can't, thestead of personifying Ecclesiastes 10:3*, he &hba

prepared tdFear God, and give glory to him'Revelation 14:7 for having completed the purificat
process for His Book according to Psalm 12:6, 7.

*“Yea also, when he that is a fool walketh by the wéis wisdom faileth him, and he saith to every
one that he is a fool

. Why did the KJV translators use marginal nfgie] showing other possible translations? If the KJV
translation was the inspired translation of Goderé could be no alternates! Since there are hutglre
of these possible translations in the margin ofKd¥, does this mean God could not make up his mind
which one was better to put into the translation?

The translators used marginal notes to show tlegt\wrere honest translators. Why should the pdssibi
ity of “alternates” preclude inspiration? Chapter and verse? Nadliffierent ways that the following
statement is given that is describing the sametewerthe crucifixion:

“as a sheerbefore her shearerss dumb” Isaiah 53:7
“like a lamb dumb before_his shearérActs 8:32

God can therefore describe the same event in éiffevays and He guided the King James translators
to placeHis preferred reading in the text.
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The fact that one particular reading was enteréal time text of the 1611 Holy Bible aridlternates”
were put into the margin therefore shows that Gamad anddid make up His mind with respect to the
readings thaHe preferred, not the opposite.

9. If the KJV translators were inspired of God in theiork, why did they not know it, since the livés o
some of them and some of their sources for transiatvere not at all Godlysic] or would be consid-
ered a Minister or a member of their Church or demaation?

It is “all scripture” that*“is given by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16, not ‘all translators.” Wolf
can't read simple English. By his reasoning, regitMoses (a murderer) nor David (an adulterer and
murderer) nor Daniel (an idolater, Daniel 2:46)|ddoe writers of ‘inspired’ scripture. Moreovepaat
from David, 2 Samuel 23:2 and some of the prophetsfchwriters of scripture in either testament ac-
tually professedo be“inspired of God in their work”as Wolf's question implies for the King James
translators?

*The Old Testament records the expressidear the word of the LORD”24 times with respect to the
preachingministry of the prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekelsea but does not mention that they were
aware of being“inspired” with respect to anything that theyote, even though what they wrote did
become part dfall scripture” that“is given by inspiration of God

10.Why were all the marginal notes and alternate ragdiremoved from modern editions of the KJV?
Why was the Apocrypha censored out if God presatwado through their hands? Why has the open-
ing Dedication to James | been censored out? g, has the lengthy introduction from “The Trans-
lators to the Reader” been censored out?

None of the objections raised has any bearing spiriation with respect to the texts of the 1611yHol
Bible Old and New Testaments. Wolf is gnat-stragniMatthew 23:24. All marginal notes etc. have
not been removed from the standard Cambridge Cé&demn of the 1611 Holy Bible and neither has
the Epistle Dedicatory, i.e. Wolf is lying. The édgrypha was originally inserted in accordance Jéth
gal requirements in 1611. These requirements exzatually relaxedgcoincidentally’ as the influence
of the 1611 Holy Bible spread throughout the Ergipeaking nationswhich is evidence of the provi-
dence of God purging out old leaven 1 Corinthiar’s &ven if it did not happen overnight. Although
the preface to the 1611 Holy Bible is no longemfdun today’s editions, it is still readily availabin
print and online, e.gvatch.pair.com/thesis.htmNothing has be€ftensored” Wolf is lying again.

11.When there is a difference between the KJV Englishthe TR Greek, why do you believe that the
Greek was wrong and the KJV English is correct?

The 1611 Holy Bible is itself a variety of the TRyilderness-cry.net/bible_study/books/kjv-
defended/chapter8.htrdoQuestion 11is a non-issue. (Note Dr Hills’s helpful commeatsmarginal
notes etc., seQuestion 8even if Dr Hills stops short of ascribing inspioa to the 1611 Holy Bible.)
However, in answer tQuestion 11if the TR Greek is to be authoritative over tié11 Holy Bible,
which edition of the TR should have this distinotend why? Wolf does not sayGreat plainness of
speech”2 Corinthians 3:12 is not his strong point. ImsiseeQuestion 5 TR Greek cannot be au-
thoritative over the 1611 Holy Bible because Koreek is a dead language and the 1611 Holy Bible
is “the word of God, which liveth and abideth for eved Peter 1:23 according to the testimony of the
last 400 years with respect to soul winning, chipitamting, revival and material and spiritual pregg

in any nation where the 1611 Holy Bible has bedrebed and faithfully preached. See also Dr Hdls’
comments in the link given above on the uniquenégsng James English.

12.1f the KJV-only supporters believe fully in the ador-word inspiration of the KJV, why would itadic
be necessary in showing that the translators wemesging at a word or words and paldset] them in
italics so the reader could accept them or deteeniira better word fifsic] the case at hand?

The King James translators were fAgtiessing” at anything and the reader does not have theroptio
with respect to the 1611 Holy Bible tdetermine if a better word fit the case at hahd

The italics show that the King James translatoreevi®nest workers, unlike many modern translators,
in that they inserted italics to show where add#iovords were needed for good style, correct gramm
and ease of understanding. The same applies jotranslation of one language to another. Wolf is
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being wilfully ignorant. See also Dr Gipp’s anasysf the God-guided nature of the King Jamesdsali
samgipp.com/answerbook/?page=11.htm

Concerning Wolf's insinuation diguesswork” on the part of the King’'s men and his unsubsttedia
supposition that an individual reader is freédetermine if a better word fifsic] the case at hand Dr
Mrs Riplinger states itn Awe of Thy Worgp 560ff, her emphasé&seven” times “they purge...and
purify it...” (Ezek. 43:26) — not eight. The KJVrisgdators didnot see their translation as one in the
midst of a chain of ever evolving translations.ey wanted their Bible to be one of which no onddou
justly say, ‘It is goodexceptthis word orthat word...” They planned [as stated in the Prefacéht®
1611 Holy Bible]:

“...to make...out of many good ones [Wycliffe, @gle, Coverdale, Great, Geneva, Bishops’], one
principal good one, not justly to be excepted aggithat hath been our endeavor, that our mark.”

With respect to having achieved their mark, thedlaors also stated in their preface, this wister-
phases:

“Ye are brought unto fountains of living water wihige digged not; do not cast earth into them whn t
Philistines, neither prefer broken pits before theith the wicked Jews. [Gen 26:15. Jer 2:13.] @th
have laboured, and you may enter into their labp@geceive not so great things in vain, O despise
not so great salvation! Be not like swine to tresmller foot so precious thingseither yet like dogs to
tear and abuse holy things”

Or “grievous wolves'

In defending the KJV’s use of archaic languageyalo really think it is a good thing that a personsn
use an old English dictionary just to understand Bible in casual reading to understand such words
as “let, suffer, or hinder”; which in today’s Englnh often does not mean at all what they meant in
1611? These are only three of many other words?

Again, Wolf is displaying wilful ignorance. The 16 Holy Bible defines its own terms e.g. consider
Isaiah 32:2 for the definitions of the wort®vert” and“tempest” and Mark 13:11 for the definition of
the important wordpremeditate” Supposedarchaic language” with respect to the 1611 Holy Bible
is therefore another non-issue. Sée Language of the King James BibhledIn Awe of Thy Word
both by Dr Mrs Riplinger, for insight into the 16Hbly Bible’s own built-in dictionary. That the 16
Holy Bible does define its own terms and theseniidins are therefore independent of the vicisgtud
of secular word usage is one reason why it will paés away, according to the Lord’s words in Mat-
thew 24:35.

Only rarely does the wortlet” depart from contemporary usage, Romans 1:13 lairexample. The
context clearly indicates that Paul was hinderedhlocked/obstructed from visiting the Romans, ac-
cording to modern usage and corresponding to 1sHt@sians 2:18. The location of cross references
to define Biblical terms is not a problem to anyavigo obeys John 5:39 t&earch the scriptures
“Suffer” likewise often retains its contemporary usage iandefined when it has a different connota-
tion e.g. in Matthew 19:14, where it clearly meangssence t&forbid not.” The word‘hinder” can
obviously mean the rear part, as the embedded ‘hamd” indicates in the context and as the context
also indicates in 2 Samuel 2:23, 1 Kings 7:25al$b means to block or obstruct, as above. These
words can take on different meanings accordingotttext, as is the case for many words in English,
e.g. bolt, bow, fair, fast, fluke, knot, left, racetalk etc. Such words are called homonyms,
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homonym Wolf is being stupid.

Wolf should also answer the question why mod&lternates” like “Nephilim,” “sheol,” “Magi ,”

“hades”* “demons™ are improvements ofgiants,” “grave/hell” according to contextwise men”

“hell,” “devils” if he thinks the 1611 Holy Bible is archaic. *Wohaises these terms @Question 22
where they will be re-addressed in this work.

Is it not ridiculous to suggest that when the TeXReceptus (TR) disagrees with the KJV that Gré&ek T
has errors, but the KJV doesn’t? Is this not tlisnate example of “worshiping a translation”?

Isn’t the opposite therefore the ultimate examglavorshipping“that Greek TR” preciselybecausat
differs from the 1611 Holy Bible?
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SeeQuestion 11 Which edition of the TR i&all scripture” that“is given by inspiration of God"and
why, if it is to be exalted in authority over theélll Holy Bible? Chapter and verse? Wolf doessagt
He has failed tdProvide things honest in the sight of all menRomans 12:17. Again, why should a
dead language be exalted in authority d¥ee word of God, which liveth and abideth for eved Pe-
ter 1:23? Again, se@uestion 11

15.Did you know that the Textus Receptus, from wihielKtJV was translated, was based on half a dozen
small manuscripts, none earlier than thé"@ntury and not on ORIGINAL GREEK manuscriptsliat a
unless you want to say these copies of copiespiésof copies of copies were pure when the evadenc
now shows us that they were not?

What evidence? Wolf does not say. Moreover, WWolfing again and yet again being wilfully igno-
rant. The editions of the TR drew from many manps$s, not merely'half a dozen” that Wolf does
not identify with respect to their contents. &=ely Manuscripts And The Authorized Version A €tos
Look! by J. A. Moorman for the extensive manuscript supfor the 1611 Holy Bible, much of it ear-
lier than the 18 century with respect to both Greek manuscriptsarient versions.

Moreover, where are tH®ORIGINAL GREEK manuscriptsand what has been translated from them
that can be set in authority over the 1611 Holyi&ibIn what is by now easily recognizable as yps t
cally cowardly fashion, Wolf ‘pleads th&"5n response.

See alsdn Awe of Thy Wordby Gail Riplinger, for the great quantity of mautipts that Erasmus used
for the initial editions of the TR. Concerning the-called lateness of the Received Text, Deand@urg
decisively established the antiquity of what hented the Traditional Text that underlies the 1611yHo
Bible in The Revision Revisedo did Benjamin Wilkinson i@ur Authorized Bible Vindicated

Seekjv.benabraham.com/html/our authorized bible viatichtml

It is up to Wolf to establish how the original Gkemanuscripts, so-callethat he does not identify
contradict the Traditional Text that underlies 1641 Holy Bible with supposedly ‘purer’ readingsilan
to show that the early departures from the Trad#tiorext were not, in fact, deliberate corruptions
(which they were, as Dean Burgon showed well 00€r ylears ago).

If Wolf thinks that ‘older is better,” he needs ¢a&plain why the manuscripts that largely suppoet th
1611 Holy Bible display a considerable uniformitytext even with multiple copying while the old co-
dices that repeatedly depart from the 1611 HolyldBiisplay a very great non-uniformity, as Dean
Burgon also showed. Wolf also needs to explain,vesyPickering found imhe Identity of the New
Testament Texthe very oldest sources, the papyri, while extimbia mixed text, nevertheless support
the Received Text and in turn the 1611 Holy Bihtetloe whole, i.e. 50%+, more than departures from
it, considering what might be termed ‘unique’ Reed Text readings.

Wolf objects to six manuscripts (said to‘isenall” but the contents of which he does not identifyt th
supposedly are the basis for the Received Texhe fiavours the text that repeatedly departs frioen t
Received Text, he should explain how it can deiiseauthority from a mere two documents, one of
which, as Dean Burgon points out, lay for centudrsa forgotten shelf of the Vatican Library and th
other was rescued from a trash pile in St Cath&ri@envent at the foot of Mt Sinai by Tischendarf i
1859? The following extract is froifhe Revision Revisgd343.

“Dr. Hort contends that [the Truth of Scripture] methan half lay perdu on a forgotten shelf in the
Vatican Library; - Dr. Tischendorf, that it had bedeposited in a waste-ﬁaper basket in the convent
S. Catherine at the foot of Mount Sinai, - fromahhihe rescued it on thé"4&ebruary 1859: - neither,
we venture to think, a very likely circumstancee Mctline to believe that the Author of Scriptusgh

not by any means shown Himself so unmindful o#éfiety of the Deposit, as those distinguished gen-
tlemen imagine.

“Are we asked for the ground of our opinion? Wénpavithout hesitation to the 998 Copies which re-

main: to the many ancient Versions; to the manxarlie Fathers, - any one of whom we hold to be a
more trustworthy authority for the Text of Scrigguwhere he speaks out plainly, than either Codex B
or Codex Aleph, - aye, or than both of them puttogr. Behold, (we say,) the abundant provision
which the All-wise One hath made for the safetthefDeposit...We hope to be forgiven if we add, (not
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without a little warmth,) that we altogether wondsrthe perversity, the infatuation, the blindness,
which is prepared to make light of all these presitelps, in order to magnify two of the most cptru
codices in existence.”

Dean Burgon truthfully studied the manuscript ewicke  Grievous Wolf has not.

If the Textus Receptus is the error free text, thlbyg are the last 6 verses of Revelation absé¢sicg
from the TR, yet present in the KJV? Did you ktiwat for these verses, the Catholic Latin Vulgédte o
Jerome was translated into English - a translatidra translation?

Noting Wolf's comments on translation, he is trybogmply that a translation i.e. the 1611 Holy Bib
cannot béeall scripture” that“is given by inspiration of God’simply because it is a translation.

Wolf is lying again. Sesamgipp.com/answerbook/?page=29.émDr Gipp’s analysis of God’s in-
spiration of several translations.

With respect to the last 6 verses of Revelation|f\lgdying yet again. The last 6 verses of Retieta
were not taken from the Catholic Latin Vulgatehaligh the Vulgate contains them. The facts with re
spect to these verses and their manuscripts soareggven on th&ime for Truthsite via the link for
KJO Review Fulpp 113ff.

Seewww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-divgetro-and-dawaite.php

The following extracts are taken from that workiwiespect to Revelation 22:16-21.

Dr Ruckman is quoted as folloyfsom this writer’s earlier worKO Biblios” — The Bookpp 138-139, p
108 of the uploaded fileyww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

“The Greek text in this passage contains 135 wooflsyhich Nestle (and Aland and Metzger) omits 17
words, adds 5 and alters 13, making a total of 3ds affected. Of these 35 words, 26 make no per-
ceptible difference in an English translation, amibst of the remaining 9 are of very small signifi-
cance...."them” (vs. 18), “paper” (vs. 19), “tree” & 19), “and” (vs. 19), “even so” (vs. 20), “our”
(vs. 20), “Christ” (vs. 21), “you” (vs. 21), and “men” (vs. 9). (Trinitarian Bible Society, Oct.-Dec
1964, Vol. 449, p. 14, 15)...0n each one of thoselsvErasmus NOW has been supported by recent
editors and translators.

“The Trinitarian Bible Society wisely noticed thatthe correctness of a very large proportion of the
text of Erasmus is CONFIRMED and in the case off¢fne exceptions it cannot be shown with CER-
TAINTY that the modern CRITICS are RIGHT and Eraswas WRONG”” (Dr Ruckman’s emphasis).

The above extracts show the essential fact that@thé Holy Bible iscorrectwith respect to Revelation
22:16-21, regardless of Grievous Wolf's insinuasiom the contrary.

The following material from th&JO Review Fullink outlines the manuscript evidence with resgect
Revelation 22:16-21.

Dr Moormart gives the details of the support for and agaim& AV1611 readings for Revelation
22:16-21. It should be noted again that the faitifibrerunners of the AV1611, the Tyndale, Grea; G
neva and Bishops’ Bibles, essentially follow thel®M readings as do the editions of Stephanus, Beza
and Eleziever, indicating that the King James ttatmss did give due consideration to “the great ver
nacular Bibles,” see Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s remarks ateffrom In Awe of Thy Worgp 952ff],according

to the statement in the Preface to the AV1611 Ehavloorman has noted, “With the former transla-
tions diligently compared and revised”...

*SeeWhen the KJV Departs from the “Majority” Text — AeW Twist in the Continuing Attack on the
Authorised Version B.F.T. #16by Jack. A. Moorman, The Bible for Today, 1988.

And Dr Mrs Riplinger adds that “Erasmus wrote irslireface that he consulted, not the Latin Vulgate,
but [the] ancient Italic Bibles...dating back to ttieme of the apostles, [matching] Erasmus’ Greek New
Testament and the King James Bible”...

[Dr Mrs Riplinger] continues.
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“The Latin readings Erasmus had for the book of ék&tvon date back to the first and second century,
as evidenced by the still extant Old Itala manystsrof the book of Revelation: ¢ (6), dem (59%1,(
h (55), m (PS-AU spe), reg (T), t (56), and z (65).

In other words, contrary to Grievous Wolf’'s disinfwation, the Received Text does not rely on the
Vulgate for the any part of the Book of Revelatigiven that Erasmus did not use it even for theaini
editions of the Received Text.

Will Kinney’s article on Revelation 22:19 is alsmst informative with respect to the last 6 verses o
Revelation, revealing that John Wolf@uestion 16comes originally from the 1611 Holy Bible arch-
subversive Doug Kutilek. Seatroduction. Note this writer's emphases in the followingrexts.

Seebrandplucked.webs.com/rev2219bookoflife.rdand the following extracts.

...Mr. Kutilek says there are no Greek manuscriptd read “book of life”. He is flat out wrong aho
this. Dr. Thomas Holland, Jack Moorman, Dr. H.GhdKier and many others have documented the tex-
tual evidence that exists for the reading of “badkife” as found in Revelation 22:19.

Dr. Holland responds to this charge. You can seexcerpt from his book Crowned with Glory here:
http://av1611.com/kjbp/fag/holland_re22_19.html
There this question is posed and Dr. Holland respisn

Question: “If the Textus Receptus is the error freext, then why are the last six verses of Revelati
absent from the TR, yet present in the KJV? Diduyknow that for these verses, the Latin Vulgate
was translated into English - a translation of aanslation?”

Dr. Holland replies:“The “TR” has the last six verses of Revelationitin It is found in the editions of
Erasmus, Beza, Stephanus, and the Elzevir brothers.

Codex 1r, which was used by Erasmus, was missingl&®®n 22:16-21. The standard teaching is that

Erasmus went back to the Latin Vulgate for thessegeand re-translated them into Greek. However,
Dr. H. C. Hoskier disagreed by demonstrating theddtnus used the Greek manuscript 141 which con-
tained the verses. (Concerning The Text Of The#ppse, London: Quaritch, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 474-

77,vol. 2, pp. 454,635.)

Regardless, the textual support for these versastiimited to the Latin Vulgate. They are alearfd
in the OId Latin manuscripts, additional early tsdations such as the Coptic, Syriac, Armenian, and
Ethiopic, and some later Greek manuscripts.

Regarding the Greek, it should be pointed out évain today there is not a great deal of textuapsuip

for the verses in question. For example, of thygaapyri there are no manuscripts of Revelati@) 2
or for that matter of Revelation chapters 18-22irtRer, among the uncials, only five have Revetatio
chapter 22, and only four of these contain the &astverses (Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, 046, and)051
There are several minuscules which have been désedwvhich contain these verses (94, 1611, 1854,
1859, 2042, and 2138 to name a few).

Of course, the biggest “change” comes in verse D®. Hoskier has shown that Greek manuscripts 57
and 141 read with the Latin in stating “book oflifand not “tree of life” as found in Sinaiticus dn
most other Greek mss. There are, of course, atiteesses to the reading found in the KJV herer Fo
example, the Old Bohairic Coptic version also redasok of life.” Additionally, we have patristia
tations from Ambrose (340-397 AD), Bachiarius (fmterth century), and Primasius in his commentary
on Revelation in 552 AD. Thus, we have evident¢keoKJV reading dating from before the Vulgate
and maintained throughout Church history in a varief geographical locations and various lan-
guages.

Will Kinney has these further important observasi@about Revelation 22:19 and by extension to the
1611 Holy Bible text for Revelation 22:16-21.

Mr. Jack Moorman, in his book “When the KJV Depdrtsn the ‘Majority’ Text”, says the reading of
“book of life” is also found in the Coptic Boharithe Arabic, the Speculum, Pseudo-Augustine and
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written as such in the Latin of Adrumentum 552, rAad of Cappadocia614 Haaymo, Halberstadt,
Latin 841. “Book of life” is found in the Greek mascripts of # 296, 2049, and in the margin of 2067.

Libro (book) is the reading of the Latin mss. Coé@ldensis (sixth century); Codex Karolinus (ninth
century); Codex Oxoniensis (twelfth to thirteerghtary); Codex Ulmensis (ninth century); Codex Ual-
licellanus (ninth century); Codex Sarisburiensisireenth century); and the corrector of Codex Bari
inus (ninth century).”

Andreas of Caesarea in Cappado¢ith or 6th century) was a Greek theological wria@d bishop of
Caesarea in Cappadocia. His principal work is amtnentary on the Book of Revelation (Patrologia
Graeca CVI, 215-458, 1387-94). It is the oldesvsing commentary on that book of the Bible, and a
primary source, from which most of its later comtatars have drawn. Andreas stands out from the
majority of Byzantine commentators by his extersoegiaintance with early patristic literature.

We do have an Andreas reference given in Horae @#ppiicae, by Edward Bishop Elliott. Vol.4
(1852)

http://www.historicism.com/Elliott/Appendix1-3.htm

In his concluding summary Andreas states veryrdislti his view of the Apocalypse being a prophecy
of the things that were to happen from Christ’stftoming even to the consummation. In the seofion
Revelation 22:18-19 Andreas comments on the sidihg to, or taking from divine Scripture, and he
understands the passage as referring not only éolibok of Apocalypse but to the whole revealed
counsel of God.

Notice how he quotes Revelation 22:18-19. “ Feedtify unto every man that heareth the words ef th
prophecy of this book, If any man shall add un&séhthings, God shall add unto him the plagues that
are written in this book: (19) And if any man shalke away from the words of the book of this proph
ecy, God shall take away his part OUT @JHE BOOK OF LIFE (not “tree of life”), and out of the
holy city, and from the things which are writtertlis book.”

Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignorant, again.

17.Why do KJV only advocates believe that the Englisthe KJV is clearer and more precise than the
original Greek language manuscripts? Why shoulbldBstudents throw out their Greek dictionaries
and buy an “archaic English” dictionary? Are thermt word pictures in the original Greek words that
the English cannot easily convey? (Jas 2:19 “traVibGreek: PHRISSO, indicates to be rough, to
bristle: is a powerful word picture of how the demaare in such terror that they bristle (shiver)dan
shake.

Yet again, Grievous Wolf is being evasive. Hesfao identify either‘the original Greek language
manuscripts”or the“Greek dictionaries” to which he refers. How does he know if theséi@haries
actually give the correct meaning for the Greekamorwhich he refers? Is he trying to imply tHagde
dictionaries are ‘inspired’ in some way if they &oebe taken as authoritative and how would hefjust
that notion?

Grievous Wolf should consullazardous Materialdy Dr Mrs Riplinger in order to learn just how
“clearer and more precisethese dictionaries actually are.

They actually misled Wolf with respect to the wénegemble.”

The word bristle can be associated with fear, wa$pect to hair standing on end with fear but gsdo
not mean to shiver.

Grievous Wolf is being stupid again.

He should check eontemporaryenglish dictionary. Seeww.thefreedictionary.com/bristle

However, if“the demons are in such terror that they bristl&tievous Wolf must produce chapter and
verse to show that unclean spirits have hair ireotd bristle. Revelation 18:1-2 indicates otheenfior
actual unclean spirits, which are typically likentedbirds. See also Matthew 13:4, 19, Mark 4:4, 15
32, Luke 8:5, 8:12, 13:19.
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“And after these things | saw another angel comevdo from heaven, having great power; and the
earth was lightened with his glory. And he criedightily with a strong voice, saying, Babylon the
great is fallen, is fallen, and is become the haltion of devils and the hold of every foul spiriand a
cage of every unclean and hateful bifd

The scriptural meaning dfremble” that Grievous Wolf gets wrong by rummaging throteek dic-
tionaries is found in Exodus 19:16 together with plarallel passage in Hebrews 12:20-21. See ramark
underQuestion 13with respect to the 1611 Holy Bible’s own builtdictionary.

“And it came to pass on the third day in the mormgnthat there were thunders and lightnings, and a
thick cloud upon the mount, and the voice of theutnpet exceeding loud; so that all the people that
was in the camp trembled

“(For they could not endure that which was commardieAnd if so much as a beast touch the moun-
tain, it shall be stoned, or thrust through with @art: And so terrible was the sight, that Mosesddi
exceedingly fear and quakg

See also Deuteronomy 2:25, 20:3.

“This day will | begin to put the dread of thee arttie fear of thee upon the nations that are under
the whole heaven, who shall hear report of thee,dashall tremble and be in_anguishbecause of
thee”

“And shall say unto them, Hear, O Israel, ye apprdathis day unto battle against your enemies: let
not your hearts faint fear not and_ do not trembleneither be vye terrified because of thém

By inspection, the meaning of the wdttkmble” in the scripture with respect to an individualpasse
(as distinct from a physical sensation, which istaar meaning of the word in scripture, see Ezr8,10
where both senses of the word occur), is to qualtegreat fear to the point of passing out.

That is the kind of fear that Isaac experiencedbandance in Genesis 27:33, which is the first ment
in scripture of the wordtremble,” upon realising that he had bestowed God’s blessinthe wrong
man and explains why God is calféde fear of Isaac” Genesis 31:42, 53.

Greek dictionaries are not necessary. Neitherisv@us Wolf.

18.Why did the translators make mistakes in the cliaqpienmaries in the 1611 version? Wouldn't God
have inspired this as well? Why would God insghe English providentially accurate, but then allow
misleading chapter headings?

Which mistakes and misleading chapter headingsrisv@us Wolf referring to? He doesn’t say and
therefore his question could reasonably be ignotediould appear that since he can only find prdte
errors in the 1611 Holy Bible, he is desperatehathing around for any kind of ostensibly reabesr
that might somehow be associated with the Book.

Wolf's search in that respect is of course futieduse it amounts to nothing more than a feeldenatt
at guilt by association.. His objections to thepination of the 1611 Holy Bible on the basis aiaou-
racies in man-made notes that are in the Book buinnits text are equivalent to insisting that Kiaeg
James Text must contain errors because the trarslpteface states that the Apostles used theu&ept
gint, which they did not. Se&he Christian’s Handbook of Manuscript Evidernmg Dr Ruckman,
Chapter 5.

Some editions of the 1611 Holy Bible such as them@age Cameo Edition have page headings above
Isaiah 43, 44, 45 to the effect thabd comforteth the church with his promisése church comforted
andGod calleth Cyrus for his church’s sak@&he 1611 Editions of the 1611 Holy Bible havee Lord
comforteth the Church with his promis€sod comforteth the Church with his promiséod calleth
Cyrus for his churches sake the opening statements for the chapter sumsrfariésaiah 43, 44, 45.

Inspection of Isaiah 43, 44, 45 show that thoseigra refer specifically to God’s comfort of thdina

of Israel, not the New Testament church as suclveder, the accuracy or otherwise of any man-made
notes with respect to any passage in the 1611 Biblg can readily be appreciateg reading the pas-
sage
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Wolf forgot to apply 1 Thessalonians 5:21, whichd® the same in any edition of the 1611 Holy Bible,
showing yet again that he doesn’t know the Bibley weell.

“Prove all things; hold fastthat which is good

Other editions of the 1611 Holy Bible, e.g. the @aisige Concord Edition, do not make any reference
to the church in the page headings for Isaiah 4348. By Grievous Wolf's reasoning, therefore dGo
must have inspired corrections to the page headingisch were in fact needed

Note Acts 7:38.

“This is he, that was in_the church in the wildersgwith the angel which spake to him in the mount
Sina, and with our fathers: who received the livadyacles to give unto us:”

Note further the correspondence between Exodusddifessed to Israel and 1 Peter 2:9 addressed to
the church, calletthe strangers”but alsd‘Elect” 1 Peter 2:1, 2.

“And ve shall be unto me a kingdom of priesind an holy nation These are the words which thou
shalt speak unto _the children of Israél

“But ye are a chosen generation, a royal priestho@sh holy nation a peculiar people; that ye should
shew forth the praises of him who hath called yout@f darkness into his marvellous light:”

The King’s men may have thought that they wererrefg directly to“the church of God” 1 Corin-
thians 1:2, 10:32, 11:22, 15:9, 2 Corinthians Galatians 1:13, 1 Timothy 3:5 but inspection of Act
7:38, Exodus 19:6, 1 Peter 2:9 suggests that thexg wonsiderably more God-guided in their man-
made chapter summaries for Isaiah 43, 44, 45 tmandre usually given credit for.

19.Why would the translators use book headings likeeTGospel According to Saint Luke” since the
Greek merely says “The Gospel According to Luk&1e Catholic cannonizes Luke as a Saint and that
becomes inspired by God to be in the KJV?

Question 19s yet another feeble attempt by Wolf at guiltdssociation. Aside from the fact that, re-
gardless of any Catholic practice, New Testaments@ans, including the writers of the Gospeise
“called to be_saints 1 Corinthians 1:1 i.e. in perpetuity, it is Wolfasponsibility to disclose any asso-
ciation between the 1611 Holy Bible and Catholigisvhich he does not do. That aspect of Wolf’s in-
nuendo can therefore be ignored.

He should, however, reabid the Catholic Church Give Us the Bibld® David W. Daniels,
www.chick.com/catalog/books/1252.a$pr some enlightenment on Rome’s attitude tolt6&1 Holy
Bible.

Grievous Wolf states thdthe Greek merely says “The Gospel According to @’ilkagain without
identifying to which ‘Greek’ that he is referring shat aspect of his innuendo against the 1611 Holy
Bible may reasonably be ignored as well. Howeadypok title that statésThe Gospel According to
Luke™ immediately begs the question, who is Luke? Dwegign of the Gospel writers as Saint Mat-
thew, Saint Mark, Saint Luke and Saint John haathantage of identifying them as the Lord’s imme-
diate followers who are therefore the first indivads with those particular namésalled to be saints”

in the New Testament sense. The designation auhpostle as the writer of the Pauline Epistles
serves the same purpose of identification. Griev(olf forgot to check the later epistles where the
writers are mentioned explicitly and where they siraply referred to as James, Peter and John. The
designation Saint has been dropped because theelSdsgve already identifietPeter, James, and
John” Matthew 17:1 asthe first three” 2 Samuel 23:19, 23, 1 Chronicles 11:21, 25 ofiLibrel’s dis-
ciples who later became apostles. See Mark 5:2713:3, 14:33, Luke 6:14, 8:21, 9:28.

The Book of Revelation is exceptional in that itater is designated Saint John the Divine because
identification of apostolic authorship is espegialital for this Book that closes the canon andaose
John was at the time of writing the last survivbftbe apostles of the Lord2 Peter 3:2.

The above information emerges by simply obeying ltbed’s command td'Search the scriptures”
John 5:39.

“Being disobedient’1 Peter 2:8 in that respect, Wolf continues taalliy 1 Corinthians 14:38.
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“But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorarit

Do KJV only advocates realize that, to point owtthll modern translations have the same kinds of
mistakes we are accusing of the KJV, is irrelevhatause we maintain that all translations have er-
rors and no translation is the 100% pure unadultecaWord of God.

Question 20s not really a question. It is a piece of unsabated dogma ‘from the wolf’'s mouth’ as
even Wolf himself appears to have realised becdiksgQuestion Zand the second part Question 17
Wolf does not see fit to include a question mark.

Question 20does, however, provoke some questions itself. WHae” to whom Wolf is referring,
what errors other than pretend or guilt-by-assamagrrors dd'we” suppose thdwe” have found in
the 1611 Holy Bible and by what final authority Wween two covers dtwe” declare such supposed er-
rors to be errors and why?

Any answer that Grievous Wolf gives to the abovedfions will be addressed when that part of this re
sponse is reached. For now, nothing further neeskld with respect tQuestion 20except that Wolf

is using the incorrect terfiWord of God” for the scripture, which i&hy word” John 17:17, smaik.
The expressioiWord of God” in scripture, capitalV, applies exclusively to the Lord Jesus Christ,
Revelation 19:13. See also John 1:1, 14, 1 Jahrbiz.

Why would the Holy Spirit misguide the translattwsemploy the use of mythical creatures like “uni-

corn” for wild ox, “satyr” for “wild goat”, “cockat rice” for common viper, when in 1611 and today we
know what the real names of these creatures are?

The Holy Spirit did not misguide the translatorsalit By what authority does Grievous Wolf deter-
mine that the creatures that he lists are mythacal again, who iSwe” to whom he is referring?
Again, Grievous Wolf does not say. In spite ofipggQuestion 21 he clearly expects that his dogma
and that of his unidentified cohorts should be ptagwithoutquestion.

Job 12:2 comes to mind.
“No doubt but ve are the peopland wisdom shall die with yot

Concerning the creatures mentioned, Grievous Wagkars unable to appreciate that they may be both
natural ancdsupenatural.

The word“cockatrice” or one of its derivatives occur a total of foundis in scripture.

“And the sucking child shall play on_the hole of éhasp and the weaned child shall put his hand on
the cockatrice’den” Isaiah 11:8.

“Rejoice not thou, whole Palestina, because the midhim that smote thee is broken: for out of the
serpent’s root shall come forth a cockatricand his fruit shall be a fiery flying serpehtlsaiah 14:29.

“They hatch cockatrice’ eggsand weave the spider’s web: he that eateth oirtleggs dieth, and that
which is crushed breaketh out into a vigetsaiah 59:5.

“For, behold, I will send_serpentgockatricesamong you, which will not be charmed, and theyadih
bite you, saith the LORDJeremiah 8:17.

Each of the above verses gives the meaning of thid fwockatrice” as any venomous snake such as an
“asp,” a“serpent” or a“viper,” which is of course the word that Wolf complain®sld have been
used instead dftockatrice” However, Wolf limits the term to the common Eugap viper, or adder,
whereas the wortiviper,” being associated with the waofasp,” can therefore apply to any poisonous
snake in Biblical lands, such as the Egyptian coWwtach is much more venomous than the European
adder. Seen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Asp_%28reptile%29

Note that in Jeremiah 8:17, the meaning of the Woodkatrice” is givennext to the word itselfWolf
isn't very observant. He should make sure thasheccompanied by an experienced tour guide, if he
ever sets foot in Egypt. See remarks above oigyptian cobra.

By inspection, Isaiah 14:29 extends the meaningefvord‘cockatrice” to asupernaturalserpent that
is described a%a fiery flying serpent”that may well be associated with thiery serpents”’of Num-
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bers 21:6 thatbit the people; and much people of Israel died Actual flying serpents do exist in parts
of India, Sri Lanka and Southeast Asia but are saide harmless to humans and of course are not
“fiery .”

Seenews.nationalgeographic.com/news/2002/08/0807 02G86ngsnake.html

Those flying serpents obviously cannot be cockasrievhich clearly have supenatural counterpart to
their natural species.

Grievous Wolf should take careful note that theyfi@nd most likely flying cockatricébit the people”
that“spake against God, and against Mosellumbers 21:5, 6, both of whom are inextricablyoass
ated with“the book of the law of God”Joshua 24:26, which today cannot be any non-extabtew
‘original.’

Concerning the terrfsatyr,” it occurs twice in the 1611 Holy Bible, each timehe plural.

“But wild beasts of the desedhall lie there; and their houses shall be full doleful creatures; and
owls shall dwell thereand satyrs shall dance thérdsaiah 13:21.

“The wild beasts of the deseshall also meet with the wild beasté the island, and the satyr shall cry
to his fellow the screech owl also shall rest ther@nd find for herself a place of restlsaiah 34:14.

If the King’s men had wanted to use the témild goat” instead of'satyr,” they could have done so.
See Deuteronomy 14:5, 1 Samuel 24:2, Job 39:1mP%@#:18. Note in passing that Deuteronomy
14:5 includes the only reference in scripturétbe wild ox.” This reference is significant with respect
to the termfunicorn” that will be discussed below.

That the King’s men did not substitute the témid goat” for “satyr” indicates that God guided them
to bring forth more revelation abaoigatyrs.”

Isaiah 13:21, 34:14 indicate that satyrs are aatagtiwith owls, which are unclean birds and thesefo
satyrs are associated witttevils” Revelation 18:1-2. Seé@uestion 17

Satyrs are also associated withild beasts” in particular‘wild beasts of the desertthat are men-
tioned in both Isaiah 13:21 and Isaiah 34:14.

Note also Isaiah 13:22, showing that satyrs arecésed with*dragons.”

“And the wild beastsf the islands_shall cry in their desolate housesd dragons in their pleasant
palaces and her time is near to come, and her days shait be prolonged

Five creatures are said to heild” in scripture;‘the wild goat...the wild ox”Deuteronomy 14:5, the
“wild roe” 2 Samuel 2:18the wild ass” Job 6:5, théwild bull” Isaiah 51:20. As indicated above,
“the wild goat” is mentioned a total of 4 times in scripture, Reabhomy 14:5, 1 Samuel 24:2, Job
39:1, Psalm 104:18. The wild ox, roe, bull areheaentioned only once.

“The wild ass” in either the singular or plural form, with or htut the definite article, is mentioned 11
times in scripture; Job 6:5, 11:2, 24:5, 39:5 twiPsalm 104:11, Isaiah 32:14, Jeremiah 2:24, 14:6,
Daniel 5:21, Hosea 8:9.

Note in particular the following references.

“Doth the wild ass braywhen he hath grass? or loweth the ox over his fed?l' Job 6:5.“The wild
ass” is said to"bray,” which is to cry. Ofthe wild beasts”identified in scripture, only the noise of
“the wild ass”is mentioned explicitly.

“For vain man would be wise, though man be born like a wild assblt Job 11:12. Man is likened
to “a wild ass’s colt”

“Behold, as wild asses in the desego they forth to their work; rising betimes for jprey: the wilder-
ness yieldeth food for them and for their childredob 24:5. The reference is to men, who are likene
to wild asses.
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“Because_the palaces shall be forsakeihe multitude of the city shall be left; the fatand towers
shall be for dens for ever, a joy of wild assespasture of flocks;”Isaiah 32:14. Note the similarity
with Isaiah 13:21, 22.

“And the wild assegslid stand in the high places, they snuffed up thénd like dragons their eyes did
fail, because there was no grasgéremiah 14:6. Wild asses are likened to drag&@ee again Isaiah
13:21, 22.

“And he was driven from the sons of men; and hisarewas made like the beasts, and his dwelling
was with the wild asseghey fed him with grass like oxen, and his bodyasvwet with the dew of
heaven; till he knew that the most high God ruled the kingdom of men, and that he appointeth
over it whomsoever he willDaniel 5:21. A man is associated withe wild asses

“For they are gone up to Assyria, a wild assone by himself;_Ephraimhath hired lovers’Hosea 8:9.
Men are associated with wild ass”

Satyrs also dance. The wdidhnce” and its derivatives i.édances” “dancing” occur a total of 21
times in scripture. Inspection of the referendeswss that apart from satyrs in Isaiah 13:21, only h
mans dance in scripture.

The above scriptures show that satyrs are assdowth “devils,” “dragons” and“wild beasts” in
particular‘wild beasts of the deseft Satyrs‘cry” as“wild beasts” do,“dance” as humans do and in-
habit“desolate placesJob 3:14, Isaiah 13:21, 22.

Of the wild creatures identified in scripturghe wild ass” is mentioned 11 times, more than all the
other wild creatures combinedThe wild ass” is said to“bray” or cry and no other wild creature
specified in scripture is identified by the souhdttit makes.“The wild ass” is associated withdrag-
ons” “the desert’” “desolate places’and with men in 4 verses; Job 11:12, 24.5, Dami2l, Hosea
8:9. The wild bull and the wild roe are each agded with men but only once, in the one referance
scripture where each of them occurs.

“Comparing spiritual things with spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13 therefore, the conclusion nigsthat
“satyrs” are satanic monstrosities with attributes of asbes and humans and are therefore most likely
the product of bestiality* practised Bthe angels that sinned”2 Peter 2:4 following the invasion by
“the sons of God"Genesis 6:2 the result of which was that by thee tof the flood;all flesh had cor-
rupted his way upon the earthGenesis 6:12. *See Exodus 22:19, Leviticus 18P315, 16, Deuter-
onomy 27:21.

The King’s men were clearfwarned of God” Matthew 2:12 with respect tgatyrs” and rightly used
the term in their work, especially &be days of Noe”Luke 17:26 approach.

“Wild goat” is clearly not a proper translation ftmatyr.” Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignorant,
again.

Concerning the termunicorn,” it occurs 9 times in scripture in both the singwdad plural forms,
Numbers 23:22, 24:8, Deuteronomy 33:17, Job 3@9P%alm 22:21, 29:6, 92:10, Isaiah 34:17.

The unicorn may typify an ox in some respects, as\bers 22:4, 24:8 indicate.

“And Moab said unto the elders of Midian, Now shalis company lick up all that are round about
us, as the ox licketh up the grass of the fieldhnd Balak the son of Zippor was king of the Magds
at that time.”

“God brought him forth out of Egypt;_he hath as ivere the strength of an unicorrhe shall eat up
the nations his enemiesnd shall break their bones, and pierce them thgh with his arrows’

Moreover, the unicorn is associated with bulls)duKs and calves in scripture i.e. bovine creattinas
illustrate the strength and agility of the unicorn.

“His glory is like the firstling of his bullock and _his horns are like the horns of unicorngvith them
he shall push the people together to the ends @ garth and they are the ten thousands of Ephraim,
and they are the thousands of Manassebéuteronomy 33:17.
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“He maketh them also to skip like a calEebanon and Sirion like a young unicorhPsalm 29:6.

The unicorn is associated with strength in scrigtlike the ox.

“God brought them out of Egypt,_he hath as it wethe strength of an unicorfh Numbers 23:22.
Note again that Numbers 23:22 is the first mentbithe unicorn in scripture and see also Numbers
24:8 above.

“That our oxen may be strong to labouthat there be no breaking in, nor going out; thélhere be no
complaining in our streets'Psalm 144:14.

“Where no oxen are, the crib is clean: but much irgase is by the strength of the 'b¥®roverbs 14:4.

However, the unicorn is not an ox, nor is it a wiid

As indicated above, Deuteronomy 14:5 shows thaKihg's men were aware of the expresstaild
ox” but it is clearly not a substitute funicorn” because Deuteronomy 14:4 states that wild oxen can
beeaten Unicorns are never said to be available as huowoh

Dr Gerardus D. Bouw states irhe Book of Bible Problerhg 238, that wild oxen can be tamed to
serve human masters, for example by ploughing ancbwing fields. By contrast, Job 39:9-10 show
that unicorns cannot be so tamed.

*Publisher: Association for Biblical Astronomy, 462Vetzel Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio, 44109, USA.

“Will the unicorn be willing to serve theeor abide by thy crib?_Canst thou bind the unicowith his
band in the furrow? or will he harrow the valleys after thee?”

The questions clearly imply negative answers, shgwgain that unicorns are not wild oxen.

As Dr Bouw also points out, Psalm 92:10 shows ¢anicorn definitely has only one horn, unlike a
wild ox.

“But my horn shalt thou exalt like_the horn of an unicornl shall be anointed with fresh oit

The strength of the unicorn Numbers 23:22, 24:8 adag be likened téthe strength of the horse”
Psalm 147:10. The context of some of the versatsfttiow is a warning against trusting in chariots
and horses instead of fthe name of the LORD our God'Psalm 20:7 for deliverance but they still
emphasise the horse’s strength, nevertheless.

“Hast thou given_the horse strengthhast thou clothed his neck with thunderdob 39:19.

“An horse is a vain thing for safety: neither shall he deév any by his great strengthPsalm 33:17.

“He delighteth not in_the strength of the horsée taketh not pleasure in the legs of a maRsalm
147:10.

“Woe to them that go down to Egypt for help; andagton horsesand trust in chariots because they
are many;_and in horsemerbecause they are very strgngut they look not unto the Holy One of Is-
rael, neither seek the LORD!Isaiah 31:1.

“The snorting of his horses was heard from Dathe whole land trembled at the sound of the neigh
ing of his strong onesfor they are comeand have devoured the lapdnd all that is in it the city,
and those that dwell therein'Jeremiah 8:16. Note the resemblance of Jeremikth ith Numbers
24:8.

“At the noise of the stamping of the hoofs of hig@ng horses at the rushing of his chariots, and at
the rumbling of his wheels, the fathers shall natdk back to their children for feebleness of hands;
Jeremiah 47:10.

God has clearly alluded to oxen, calves and hdségpict unicorns but unicorns themselves are none
of these creatures. Dr Bouw has this compellirgeolation, this writer's emphases.

“Sightings of unicorns date as recently as the wghth century. Recorded unicorn sightings come
from India, Ethiopia, Abyssinia, Mecca, China, Rarand even CanadaThe description does not fit
any animal alive todayespecially given that the horn is reported toflmmn two to three feet long.
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There is plenty of anecdotal evidence that thege weal creatures. Sixteenth century accounts from
Europe tell of unicorns in private zoos (there warepublic zoos back then). There is no reason to
doubt the reading in the Authorized Bible, espégiglven that the unicorn will return to earth when
Christ comes from heaven (Is. 34:7). The implarats that they are extinct on earth at the time.”

As Dr Bouw notes, Psalm 22:21 and Isaiah 34:7 atdithat God has unicorns in heaven. Note again
the association with cattle in Isaiah 34:7.

“Save me from the lion's mouth: for thou hast hearme from the horns of the unicorns

“And the unicorns shall come down with thenand the bullocks with the bulls; and their lanchall
be soaked with blood, and their dust made fat wilness”

Dr Ruckman notes in his commentafglume 1 of the Book of Psalm4.36 on Psalm 22:21 that God’s
horses aréhorses of fire” 2 Kings 2:11, 6:17. He adds that God heard thggrof His Son in Psalm
22 “from the horns of the unicorns”indicating that those unicorns must be in heavérhey must
therefore be the unicorns that come down from heavdsaiah 34:7. Note that according to the con-
text, Isaiah 34:5 reveals that the coming dowrrasfheaverto inflict judgement on sinners who ap-
pear to be likened to cattle for the slaughtersaidh 34:6 See Jeremiah 12:3, 50:27, 51:40, Zechariah
11:4, 7.

“For my sword shall be bathed in heavethehold, it shall come down upon Idumeand upon the
people of my curse, to judgmeht

Yet the animals that are explicitly mentioned amit@y down from heaven at the Second Advent are
horses, i.e"horses of fire” as Revelation 19:14 states.

“And the armies which were in heaven followed hinpon white horsesclothed in fine linen, white
and clean”

2 Kings 2:11, 6:17, Psalm 22:21, Isaiah 34:7, Retvat 19:14 therefore identify God’s unicorns as
“horses of fire” with horns

The“them” in Isaiah 34:7 would appear to be indentifiedude) 14 in addition to Revelation 19:14.

“And Enoch also, the seventh from Adam, prophesigicthese, saying, BehoJdhe Lord cometh with
ten thousands of his saints

It would also appear that the strength of the umisan Isaiah 34:7 overcomes that“tfe bullocks
with the bulls” which are also part of thgreat slaughter in the land of Idumea’lsaiah 34:6.

The above revelations frolnomparing spiritual things with spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13 with respect
to the term‘unicorn” show that the modern alternatitveilld ox” is a wholly inadequate substitute, like
everything that Grievous Wolf has put forward so fa

Will Kinney has an informative article entitl&htyrs, Dragons, Unicorns and Cockatri¢bat is avail-
able atbrandplucked.webs.com/satdragunicorns.htf@ro. Kinney comes to a different conclusion
about satyrs from that arrived at by this writehietr may be a useful brain-teaser for Mr Wolf.

If the KJV is error free in the English, then whg they fail to correctly distinguish between “Deand
Demons” (Mat 4:1-DIABOLOS and Jn 13:2-DAIMONIZOMA#Nd “hades and hell” (see Lk 16:23-
HADES and Mt 5:22-GEENNA; Note: Hades is a placmohent in the grave and a distinct hell which
is the lake of fire into which sinners are throwfteathe judgement: Rev 20:14).

The King’'s men did not fail at all. It is Grievoigolf who has failed to see thddemons” and“Ha-
des” are merely transliterations from Koine Greek tha't inform the reader of anything. The King's
men correctly translated the words“dsvils” and“hell,” words which immediately signify evil, note
the embedded worelil in d-evil-sand fire and torment respectively.

John 13:2 stateé®And supper being ended, the devil having now potd the heart of Judas Iscariot
Simon’s son_to betray hir
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Grievous Wolf forgot Psalm 109:6 that John 13:Zil&#, showing that the King’'s men were right in
their choice of wording. *Psalm 109:6 has of ceuasfuture fulfilment during the reign of the fireat-
tichrist, Revelation 13:4-7. See Dr Ruckman’s cantaryVolume Il of the Book of Psalrps368.

“Set thou a wicked man over him: and let Satatand at his right hand

Grievous Wolf also forgot Luke 22:3 that furthepports the wording that the King’s men chose for
John 13:2. Wolf reveals yet again that he dodsioiv the Bible very well.

“Then entered Satan into Judas surnamed Iscaritieing of the number of the twelve

Wolf should note further John 6:70, which revehisttmore than one devil exists. See alsoRtek-
man Reference Bibje 1396.

“Jesus answered them, Have not | chosen you twearg] one of you is a devaf

Judas was ndhe Devil and he was not said to pessessedf the Devil but he waa devil, as even the
modern counterfeit bibles, NIV, TNIV, NKJV are feat to acknowledge.

Just in case Wolf or any other Bible rejecter washink that the Lord was speaking figuratively in
John 6:70, the expressi6a devil” is never used figuratively in scripture. See d@lditional 13 refer-
ences to the terrfa devil” in Matthew 9:32, 11:18, 12:22, 15:22, Luke 7:3B,14, John 7:20, 8:48, 49,
52, 10:20, 21 twice.

Wolf's fixation with ‘the Greek’ has therefore ldédm into doctrinal error. Dr Bouw imhe Book of Bi-
ble Problemgpp 207-208 has these instructive comments.

“Devils are bad, even to the Greeks, but this is smfor the demons. Socrates saw some demons as
bad and others as good. The “good” demons taugért and made geniuses on them.”

The scripture warns emphatically against tHégeod” demons” 15 times asfamiliar spirits” Leviti-
cus 19:31, 20:6, 27, Deuteronomy 18:11, 1 Samusd,28 8. 9, 2 Kings 21:6, 23:24, 1 Chronicles
10:13, 2 Chronicles 33:6, Isaiah 8:19, 19:3, 29¥he King's men were therefore entirely correct to
translatedaimonionas“devil(s)” and not to transliterate the word“demon(s)” Dr Bouw continues.

“Not until the eighteenth century did the word dementer common English. This was only through
pastors who liked to strut their knowledge of Grpide Grievous Wolf]to their congregations. In the
course of that prideful show, the derivation of ilé\d’evil,” that is, “doer of evil”) was lost to the
clergy and laity alike, and the evil inherent irettlevils was watered down since demon, by virtuis of
meaning as “people,[Dr Bouw shows that the root word tdemon” is demg referring to the human
spirit or “people” as in democracy, demography, demonstratehanized devils and made them seem
kinder and more humane. Devil, on the other hairmnmunicates inhumanity and evil. The King
James translating committee was right not to traesdte the Greek word demon but to translatetid in
the perfectly good English word, devil.”

Will Kinney has this informative articlBevils or Demons?
Seebrandplucked.webs.com/devilsordemons.htm

Bro. Kinney shows how pervasive demonic influersctoday.

New Agers today refer to daemons as good spirits gehde us in this life. | have heard some of the
lectures on the Power of Myth by the late Josepm@zell. He frequently used the word “daemon” in
a positive way as some sort of spiritual guidem Bure he now knows how wrong he was during his
lifetime.

Bro. Kinney shows further how, in addition to spmieg worldwide heresy such as the New Age
movementdemonicnfluence has entered the church where it hasleay the modern versions in Acts
17:22. The 1611 Holy Bible hd$oo superstitious’ The NIV, TNIV, NKJV all have‘very reli-
gious” Bro. Kinney writes as follows.

The word translated as “too superstitious” in theng James Bible is composed of two elements - Deisi
and daimonesterous. The first part is the verlddevhich means to fear, and the second part iscen a
jective from the noun daimon, which means devildemnons.
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What we see here in the Greek language is thawthrds daimon, and daimonion can both carry the
idea of a positive and beneficial spiritual entjgs seen in the NIV, TNIV, NKJV] The King James
translators were aware of this, and correctly triated these words as “devils” rather than as “de-
mons”. The word “devils” is directly related to éhDevil and we are in no doubt as to which side the
are on.

Bro. Kinney has this incisive conclusion to hiscet

Those who criticize the King James Bible for usheyword devils instead of demons apparently do not
understand either the Greek or the English languagey well. They are like those described in 1

Timothy 1:7 “Desiring to be teachers of the law denstanding neither what they say, nor whereof they
affirm.”

At the beginning of this little study Wero. Kinney guided bythe Spirit of truth” John 16:13huoted
1 Timothy 4:1 where the Spirit speaketh expressy in the latter times some shall depart from the
faith, giving heed to seducing spirits and doctsiiod devils.

Without exception, | have found that those whadoizi our beloved King James Bible do not believe
that any single text or Bible version, be it in H®als, Greek, English, Swabhili or whatever, is theneo
plete, inerrant, inspired, and pure words of GedeQuestion 20 In regards to the Bible version is-
sue, the modern version scholars have adopted #tkeaas and beliefs of liberal apostates who tell us
the Hebrew Masoretic texts have been corruptedthadsreek texts are uncertain and in need of con-
stant research and updating. They have no infellitholy Bible to give us and they ridicule thosaisf
who believe God has preserved His pure words aadttday and for almost 400 years they are found
in the King James Holy Bible.

| have personally been called an ignorant foolaksé teacher, an apostate, and even demon possessec
because | believe God meant what He said aboutdmeand earth shall pass away but His words
would not pass away.

There are two basic views hotly debated among Gamis today concerning the Bible version issue.
You are on one side or the other.

#1. Believing God has kept His promises to presklisavords and has given us an inerrant Holy Bible
or #2. Believing there is no such thing as a comepleerrant, and perfect Bible on the face of this
earth.

Now which of these two views do you think is ardwebdf devils?
See alsdNew Age Versiony Gail Riplinger, Chapter 12 entitl&dnally They Worshipped Devils

Dr Mrs Riplinger rightly states with respect to thew versions’ use of the terfrdemon(s)” “By
switching to the globally acceptable ‘demons’, nawernational’ versions follow their admitted phi-
losophy of choosing words which “allow each reattedecide for himself[from The NIV: The Mak-
ing of a Contemporary Translatign58]what a verse means. God, however, has alreadyge@ci

Concerning Wolf’s reference to the wortiedes” and“geena,” this writer has an article entitldteter
Amue the Bible Corrector Part 1See pp 9ff.

The article may be accessedwatw.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/BATFD82.pdf

The following extract has been taken from thatchtithis writer's emphases unless otherwise stated

That term Gehenna had some relevance when koinekGvas a spoken and written language as a de-
piction of hell in the T century AD when the Valley of Hinnom to the saitberusalem, to which Ge-
henna also refers, was an open-air incinerator.afflimcinerator no longer exists as such and has not
existed for centuries.

The King’s men therefore correctly translated tradvGehenna athell” interchangeably with Hades.
It is the literal hell“in the heart of the earth’ Jonah 2:2, Matthew 12:40, that is of relevanceatod
The historical rubbish dump outside ancient Jeresalwhere of course the firaavebeen quenched,
Mark 9:44, 46, 48, no longer bears any relevanagetdday’s bible believer even as an illustrationdan
therefore neither does any distinction in Engligitveen the words Gehenna and Hades.
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That Gehenna and Hades should be translated indéergbably ashell” may easily be demonstrated.

Compare Mark 9:43, 44, whet®ell” is Gehenna or geena and Luke 16:22b, 23, whes#” is ha-
des.

“And if thy hand offend thee, cut it off: it is bé¢r for thee to enter into life maimed, than havirtgzo
hands to go into_hellinto the fire that never shall be quenche@here their worm dieth not, and the
fire is not quenchedMark 9:43, 44.

“The rich man also died, and was buried; And in_hdie lift up his eyes, being in tormentand seeth
Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in his bosom. And leeied and said, Father Abraham, have mercy
on me, and send Lazarus, that he may dip the tighsf finger in water, and cool my tongue; for | am
tormented in this flamé Luke 16:22b-24.

Does anyone seriously suppose that the rich matidell the difference between Gehenna and Hades?

Furthermore, explicit use of the words Gehenna, ésagnd Tartarus in an English bible incurs a seri-
ous problem with respect to the quality of transkat

Dr. Ruckman statelShe Christian’s Handbook of Manuscript Evidemqqe147-148] his emphases, “It

is objected thatHell” (for “hades” and “gehenna”) is improper. To coretethis “error,” the new bi-
bles read “Hades” for “Hell” in (ten) places, andhe guileless Christian is told this is a betterairs-
lation.” But Hades is not a translation; it is aBRRNSLITERATION. By the use of this translitergtion
the word “HELL” has been all but taken out of théo, much to the delight of Christ-rejecting, self
righteous “Christians.” If the revisers had beerortest men would they not have transliterated
“Heaven” as well and called it “Ouranos” instead 6Heaven?” Again, if they wanted to put the Bible
“in the language of 28 century people,” why did they not invent a NEW avfar “hades”? HADES

IS NOT AN ENGLISH WORD.”

Gehenna and Tartarus are likewig@ansliterations and, like Hadesgannot be superior to an actual
translation.

Grievous Wolf makes the heretical statement ex¢échtomQuestion 22as follows. By inspection it is
self-contradictory.

“Hades is a place of torment in the grave and &idi hell which is the lake of fire into which sars
are thrown after the judgement: Rev 20:14.”

The rich man’s'torments” Luke 16:23 are clearly n6the grave” No-one could experience what the
rich man experienced in Luke 16:22-24‘ine grave”

Wolf is delusional. See Ecclesiastes 9:10. Thle man“was buried” in a grave but he certainly had
“knowledge” that he hadcome into this place of tormentLuke 16:28which wasn’t “the grave

“Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it with timgight; for there is no work, nor device, nor knowl-
edge nor wisdom_in the gravewhither thou goest

Finally, it is Grievous Wolf who has failed to reR@velation 20:14 correctly.
“And death and hell were cast into the lake of firelhis is the second death

Revelation 20:14 clearly shows that Hades is“adistinct hell which is the lake of fire.*The lake
of fire” is that which‘death and hell” are cast into Grievous Wolf cannot read simple English.

23.Why would KJV translators render Gen 15:6 whiclgimted in identical Greek form by Paul in Rom
4:3, 9, 22; Gal 3:6, in FOUR DIFFERENT WAYS? Wty they creating distinctions were none exist?

Wolf fails to mention any problems that arise agsult of the differences about which he complains.
He is gnat-straining again, Matthew 23:24. Seestion 10

The general answer to Wolf's complaint is giventhg King James translators themselvesT e
Translators to the ReadelSeewatch.pair.com/thesis.html

“Another things we think good to admonish theegeinfle Reader) that we have not tied ourselvesito a
uniformity of phrasing, or to an identity of wordss some peradventure would wish that we had done,
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because they observe, that some learned men sonegwmge been as exact as they could that way.
Truly, that we might not vary from the sense of thiaich we had translated before, if the word signi
fied that same in both places (for there be somesvthat be not the same sense everywhere) we were
especially careful, and made a conscience, accgrtbrour duty. But, that we should express theesam
notion in the same particular word; as for examptaye translate the Hebrew or Greek word once by
PURPOSE, never to call it INTENT,; if one where JOIERING, never TRAVELING; if one where
THINK, never SUPPOSE; if one where PAIN, never ACIH&ne where JOY, never GLADNESS, etc.
Thus to mince the matter, we thought to savour rabririosity than wisdom, and that rather it would
breed scorn in the Atheist, than bring profit te #hodly Reader. For is the kingdom of God to becom
words or syllables? why should we be in bondagbém if we may be free, use one precisely when we
may use another no less fit, as commodiously?”

Again, it is up to Wolf to show that the King’'s merere either imprecise or incommodious in their
choice of words for Romans 4:3, 9, 22, Galatiags 3e fails totally in that respect.

The wording that the King’s men chose for Romarss €; 22, Galatians 3:6 is actually beneficialite t
reader, regardless of ‘the Greek.’

Genesis 15:6 statéaAnd he believed in the LORD; and he counted itldém for righteousness

Romans 4:3 staté$or what saith the scripture? Abraham believed Godnd it was counted unto
him for righteousness

Romans 4:9 staté€ometh this blessedness then upon the circumcisanly, or upon the uncircum-
cision also? for we say that faith was reckonedAtbraham for righteousnes’

Romans 4:22 statéand therefore it was imputed to him for righteousss”

Galatians 3:6 stateé&ven as Abraham believed God, and it was account@dhim for righteousness

Grievous Wolf's self-imposed perplexity appearémtre on the expressiofounted untqg” “reck-
oned tQ” “imputed to” and“accounted to” Wolf seems to think that the expressions shollldeathe
same, e.g.credited to” NIV, TNIV or “accounted to” NKJV.

By contrast, the Bible believer consults his fiaathority and ask&or what saith the scripture?”
Romans 4:3.

Taking the expressions in turn, therefdthe scripture” reveals the expressideounted unto” is
found twice more in scripture, besides in Romaids it Numbers 18:30 and Psalm 106:31. Note the
under-linings.

“Therefore thou shalt say unto them, When ye havedved_the best thereof from ithen it shall be
counted unto the Leviteas the increase of the threshingfloor, and as tinerease of the winepress”
Numbers 18:30. See also Numbers 18:29.

“Out of all your gifts ye shall offer every heavdfering of the LORD, of all the best therepéven the
hallowed part thereobut of it.”

“And that was counted unto him for righteousness tmall generations for evermofePsalm 106:31.
See also Psalm 106:30.

“Then stood up Phinehas, and executed judgmesnd so the plague was stayéd

See Numbers 25:7-11, where in Numbers 25:11 thd testifies thatPhinehas, the son of Eleazar,
the son of Aaron the priest, hath turned my wratlway from the children of Israet

That “righteousness” which is“counted unto” the individual from the Lord i%all the best thereof,
even the hallowed part theredf It is “everlasting righteousnessDaniel 9:24“unto all generations
for evermore” that“hath turned my wrath away from”the individual through God havirfgxecuted
judgment” on the Lord Jesus Christ, 2 Corinthians 5:19-3&e especially 2 Corinthians 5:21.

“For he hath made him to be sin for yswvho knew no sinthat we might be made the righteousness
of God in him”
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“Reckoned to”is an unusual expression in the scripture in ithatcurs only in one other verse and in
an apparently unusual context by comparison witm&uws 4:9.

“And Saul's son had two men that were captains @rals: the name of the one was Baanah, and the
name of the other Rechab, the sons of Rimmon a B#eite, of the children of Benjamin: (for
Beeroth also was reckoned to Benjaniin2 Samuel 4:2.

The next verse is significant.
“And the Beerothites fled to Gittaimand were sojourners there until this day.2’ Samuel 4:3.

“Gittaim” is “Gath” 2 Samuel 15:18. Although many men of Gath evéiytsided with David 2
Samuel 15:18-22, Gath was enemy territory, 1 SarBu&l from which caméGoliath, of Gath” 1
Samuel 17:4 ak&Goliath the Gittite” 2 Samuel 21:15, 1 Chronicles 20:5.

“Beeroth” is mentioned twice more in scripture after 2 Sdmug

“The children of Kirjatharim, Chephirah, and_Beerdt, seven hundred and forty and threeEzra
2:25.

“The men of Kirjathjearim, Chephirah, and Beerottseven hundred forty and threehlehemiah 7:29.

The double mention ofBeeroth” by means of Ezra 2:25, Nehemiah 7:29, withoutratiten of the
numbers, brings to mind Genesis 41:32.

“And for that the dream was doubled unto Pharaohite; it is because the thing is established by
God, and God will shortly bring it to pass

The picture that emerges therefore with respetitécexpressiofreckoned to” in 2 Samuel 4:2 is that
“the men of...Beeroth"were among those wHdwelt in their own land” Ezekiel 36:17, 37:21, 39:28
but becaméfugitives that fell away” 2 Kings 25:11 to the enemy but then God restdnedtin Ezra
2:25, Nehemiah 7:29 after the manner of Ezekie289:

“Then _shall they know that | am the LORD their Godvhich caused them to be led into captivity
among the heathenbut | have gathered them unto their own land, arve left none of them any
more there”

Spiritually it is the same with respect to the indual to whomfaith was reckoned ta.for righteous-
ness”’as Paul explains in Romans 7:9, 8:2-4.

“For | was alive without the law oncebut when the commandment camsin revived, and | died

“For _the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesusiath made me free from the law of sin and death
For what the law could not do, in that it was we#éhrough the flesh,_God sending his own Son in the
likeness of sinful flesh and for sin condemned sin in the fleshlrhat the righteousness of the law
might be fulfilled in us who walk not after the flesh, but after the Sifi

Even thoughshapen in iniquity” Psalm 51:5 like all men through Adam, Romans 5PE1)l was nev-
ertheless once innocent and in a sense rightegusag.a child, liké‘the children of Beeroth” had
“their own land” but knowledge of sin brought Pdulto captivity to the law of sin"Romans 7:23 and
death, like“the men of Beeroth” fled to enemy territory and lo$their own land.” However, when
Paul became one of those thaglieve on him that raised up Jesus our Lord frothe dead;”Romans
4:24 then just a¥aith was reckoned to Abraham for righteousnes#tien Paul was restorgubsition-
ally to innocence and righteousness fthe righteousness through faith’'Romans 4:13 antimade
free from the law of sin and deathjust as God brought ba¢the men of Beeroth”from captivity and
restored them t&their own land.”

The expressiofreckoned to” in 2 Samuel 4:2 and Romans 4:9 signifies ttia thing is established
by God” and the expression therefore imparts great asseiraot only td‘the men of Beeroth”and
Paul but to every believer today.

The expressiotfiimputed to” occurs only one other time in scripture apart flBomans 4:22, in the
very next verse.

“Now it was not written for his sake alonéhat it was imputed to hinfi Romans 4:23.
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However, the following verses in Romans 4 are d&fdor understanding the teriimputed to” and
its implications for the believer.

“But to him that worketh not but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodlhis faith is counted for
righteousnes’s Romans 4:5.

“Even as David also describeth the blessednesshefrhan unto whom God imputeth righteousness
without works Saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities aregfeen, and whose sins are covered”
Romans 4:6-7.

“Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will not immusii’ Romans 4:8.

“And he received the sign of circumcision, a sedltbe righteousness of the faith which he had yet
being uncircumcised:_that he might be the father all them that believethough they be not circum-
cised;_that righteousness might be imputed untorthalsa” Romans 4:11.

“But for us also, to whom it shall be imputedf we believe on him that raised up Jesus our Hdrom
the dea¢” Romans 4:24.

“Who was delivered for our offencesnd was raised again for our justificaticnRomans 4:25.

The explanation of the expressitmputed to” is as follows.

Apart from“Jesus Christ the righteous”™ John 2:1There is none righteous, no, not one:Romans
3:10. However to him that worketh not, but believeth on him thpistifieth the ungodly”i.e. anyone
among those of whom Paul sdyy the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have beligve Jesus Christ”
Galatians 2:16%his faith is countedfor righteousness

That faith is“the faith of Jesus Christ”Galatians 2:16, 20 arfd is the qift of God’ Ephesians 2:8 for
“him that...believeth on him that justifieth the ugpodly” That faith, within the believer, ifounted
for” or made identical téthe righteousness of God and our Saviour Jesus @i 2 Peter 1:1 for the
believerpositionallyfor “any man...in Christ” 2 Corinthians 5:17, which is the positi@pjritually, for
“him that...believeth on him that justifieth the ugodly.”

That position ofrighteousness identical tthe faith of Jesus Chrisf’ which is“the gift of God” is
“the blessednessf the man, unto whom God_imputeth righteousnesshwut works” “The gift of
God” therefore equates to imputed righteousness fobdfiever It is a blessed gift.

“The gift of God” as imputed righteousness is therefore the expressied in Romans 4:11 with re-
spect td‘all them that believe...that righteousnessight be_imputedinto them also:”

That gift is adoubly blessed githecause as Romans 4:8 stdigssedis the man to whom the Lord
will not impute sirf with respect to‘the man, unto whom God_imputeth righteousness vatht
works” That man is doubly blessed because God imputégifted’ that man’s sin to the Lord Jesus
Christ. See 2 Corinthians 5:21 again.

“For he hath made him to be sin for yswvho knew no sinthat we might be made the righteousness
of God in him”

In anticipation of the reader’s thought with regpecbelief, Paul therefore concludes the chapiér &
full statement of what constitutes belief to reedithe gift of God” of “righteousness...imputed’in
Romans 4:24-25.

With reference to believers, Paul stdteswhom it shall be imputedif we believe on him that raised
up Jesus our Lord from the deadVho was delivered for our offenceand was raised again for our

justification.”

The expressiofimputed to” with respect to righteousness is therefore egentatiogifted to with re-
spect to God’s righteousnessith the sin of the recipient at the same timetégif or imputed to the
Lord Jesus Christ

The expressiofaccounted to” occurs twice in scripture apart from Galatians 3:6

“A seed shall serve hinit shall be accounted to the Lorfbr a generation”Psalm 22:30.
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“But Jesus called them to him, and saith unto thefvie know that they which are_accounted to rule
over the Gentiles exercise lordship over them; aheir great ones exercise authority upon them”
Mark 10:42.

A helpful parallel passage is Philemon 18.

“If he hath wronged thee, or oweth thee ought, pitat on mine account

The expressiofiaccounted to”in Psalm 22:30, Mark 10:42 refers to rulershiphethime. Philemon 18
showsin typethat the Lord has an account. In association Rghlm 22:30, Mark 10:42, it could be
described ashis royal bounty” 1 Kings 10:13 such as Solomon had. Note how SomsnGentile
visitor was gifted over and in abundancéla royal bounty.”

“And king Solomon gave unto the queen of Sheba hdlr desire whatsoever she asked, beside that
which Solomon gave her of his royal bounty

Note therefore the association wittbundance” and“righteousness”in Romans 5:17.

“For if by one man’s offence death reigned by onguch more they which receive abundance of
grace and of the qift of righteousness shall reignlife by one Jesus Christ

The saved sinner draws @od’s accountith respect tdthe gift of God” that is“accounted to him

for righteousnes’ being amondthey which receive abundance of grace and of thi& @f righteous-

ness” because theybelieve on him that raised up Jesus our Lord frothe dead;” Romans 4:24
“Who was delivered for our offences, and was raissghin for our justification” Romans 4:25.

Therefore, in sunfthe gift of God” that is identical tdrighteous...imputed”to the believer is:

» “counted unto” the believer athe best giftthe hallowed gifandthe everlasting gifof God’s
righteousness that turns away God’s wrath fronb#iever.

* ‘“reckoned to” the believer athe restorative gifthat returns him to a lost former state of inno-
cence and bestows even more upon him by means@k atanding in God’s righteousness and
asthe established gifinderwritten by God Himself.

* “imputed to” the believer athe doubly blessed gifibr him that bestows God’s righteousness on
the recipient and his sin on the Lord Jesus Christ.

* “accounted to” the believer ashe royal giftandthe abundant gifby which the recipient of
God’s righteousness thereby draws from an inexhdesand ever-current account of God’s
righteousness.

“Thanks be unto God for his unspeakable dif2 Corinthians 9:15.

Grievous Wolf's obsession with ‘the Greek’ denienhiboth the additional revelation in English and in
turn the attendant blessing.

24.Why did the KJV translators have no consistent fatedifferentiating between the use of definitel an
indefinite articles? (Dan 3:25 we have one “likbe’ Son of God” instead of “like ‘a’ son of God”,
even though in verse 28 Nebuchadnezzar states &uwdHis angel” to deliver the men. This change
was made to insert the trinity doctrine. Was thisrpolation inspired by God?

Question 24eveals Grievous Wolf's wilful ignorance tihe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 to an ex-
tent unsurpassed in any of his preceding 23 questio

He clearly does not know about the principles ahstation with respect to articles.

He clearly does not know what an angel is accortbrggcripture and he is less well-informed aboet th
Son of God than a"century BC oligarch with no New Testament.

Question 24is answered by the following extract from this teris earlier work‘O Biblios” — The
Book Section 10.11, pp 193-195.

See p 148 of the uploaded fileww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/
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“Defects Caused by Wrong Use of the Article or ElseOmission”

Our critic states at the end of this sub-sectioat tiClearly doctrine is affected by the wrong use or
omission of the article.” However, he does not explain anywhere in thissadbion just HOW any
doctrine was “affected” by any of these supposedfédts” in the AV1611, or even what that doctrine
was.

His objections here are not new. Robert Youngahbst of “injurious” additions and omissions oféh
definite article in the AV1611 Text in his Concarde. Like our critic, Young does NOT say WHY
these additions or omissions are injurious.

Dr. Ruckman has some detailed comments about testic He statedThe Christian’s Handbook of
ManuscriptEvidencep 118]“For the gnat-strainers who worry about Greek “ates,” the Lord has
placed the definite “0” before the name of Jesuswt 40 times (Matthew 18:22, 19:1, 14, 18, 23, 26
etc.) Not ONE OF THE NEW TRANSLATIONS translates i

He also state§The Bible Babep 61]“The NASV and ASV (and NIV) certainly do NOT tratesithe
Greek articles in Luke 1:8, 20, John 2:1, 9:16,Att14, 10:2, 3, Rom. 1:9, etc., and they certagddy
ADD them in Luke 1:25, 32, Acts 7:35, 10:1, Held.01:2:4. Fundamentalists who complain about the
“translation of the article in the AV”...stimulat@ropagate, and increase false impressions in th m
of the public.”

Dr. Ruckman addfProblem Textp 404]“Places in the grossly corrupt NASV (and old ASVigre the
translators refused to translate the articles ieittown corrupt Greek text which they used:”

I have listed the places in the “grossly corruptN\Nwhere this occurs, together with the NIV reading

“Matthew 18:17: THE pagan and THE tax collectorCbrinthians 16:12: THE brother; John 16:21:
THE joy; Titus 1:9: THE sound doctrine; James 1:THIE desire, THE sin; James 3:11: THE fresh
and THE salt; Hebrews 12:9: THE human fathers pli&atthew 17:1, 16:13, 15:29, 12:28, 18, 1:2, 3,
4,5, 6,7, 8, Romans 11:2; Philippians 1:5, 7...

Dr. Ruckman then lists “Places in the grossly c@rtdASV (and old ASV) where the translators have
added articles to suit themselves without regardcafty Greek text.”

| have listed the places in the “grossly corruptNNwhere this occurs:
“Luke 1:17; Acts 10:6 (twice); 1 Corinthians 2:18h(ee times); Hebrews 2:12 (twice).”

The first of our critic’s “wrong inclusions” is iDaniel 3:25 where the AV1611 hdthe Son of God’,

in contrast to “a son of the gods”, NIV, JB, NWOur critic has ignored the discussion of this verse
Chapter 7, Section 72..the AV1611 always exalts the Lord Jesus Chiiste modern reading cannot
be correct because “a son of the gods” would belANBI, Genesis 6:4].. He has also ignored Prov-
erbs 30:4, which revealed that God had a Son wipecial name Genesis 32:29, Judges 13:18, 400
years before the incident in Daniel 3.

Our critic attempts to justify the modern pervershay reference to Daniel 3:28. He infers, witheay-
ing so, that the readinthis angel” in verse 28 refutes the readifthe Son of God”in verse 25.

Of course it does nothing of the kind but actueginforces the AV1611 reading. Dr. Ruckman states
his Commentary on Matthew, p 17-18 “The Angel efltbrd occupies a unique position...for the term
is found in both Testaments as applying to the Llmsus Himself (note Gal. 4:14, Acts 27:23, Gen.
32:27, Jud. 13:18). The word “angelos” is useddiassical Greek, as meaning “messenger”; how-
ever...In the Bible, it has a definite meaning ah“appearance,” or “apparition,”...Christ Jesus, as
Spirit, has a bodily shape (Gal. 4:19, Phil. 3:10Cor. 4:15), and this bodily shape is the bodigase
ascribed to HIM; and He isthe Angel of the Lord.” An angel is an “appearance,” not merely a
“messenger,” as we find it in classical Greek.”

Dr. Ruckman further states in his Theological StBdpk 18, on Angelology p 3: “There are many an-
gels who bring no message at all...You will notlee children’s angels in heaven are not messengers.
They are appearances of the children. You wiliceothe famous angels or powers that represent
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Greece and Persia, with whom Michael and Gabrielgftt in the Book of Daniel, are not messengers.
They are appearances.”

In his Commentary on Revelation p 33-34, Dr. Ruckistates: “The meaning that confines the word
“angel” to messenger will NOT meet about twenty versesethre it should be discarded immediately
and ignored...Revelation 2:1 is written to the agaece (angel) of this church; that is, God hasobef
His face (in Heaven) a representative spiritual @ition of every local church on the face of this
earth.”

Obviously then;his angel” in Daniel 3:28 is an APPEARANCE of the Lord andtchas the term
“Son of God” in verse 25.”

Grievous Wolf could benefit greatly sgarchingthe scriptures, John 5:39, insteadjoéstioninghem.

25.How can anyone accept that the Textus Receptuesfisgb and error free when Acts 9:6 is found only i
the Latin Vulgate but in absolutely no other Gresnuscript known to man? So, to claim the KJV was
translated only from the TR Greek is in itselfa liFurther, how come in Rev 22:19 the phrase “book
of life” is used in the KJV when absolutely ALL wmoGreek manuscripts read “tree of life”? Was this
change inspired by God?

SeeQuestion 16with respect to Grievous Wolf's false dealing dyidg Leviticus 19:11 about Revela-
tion 22:19.

Concerning Acts 9:6, Wolf is again manifesting wilignorance or he is lying about the sources for
Acts 9:6, or both. The following citations revélaht some Greek sources do contain Acts 9:6 agdfoun
in the 1611 Holy Bible and that many other soumdst as testimony to Acts 9:6 as found in the 1611
Holy Bible besides Jerome’s Vulgate.

Note in passing that Grievous Wolf has failed lytéo produce any authority from scripture in the
form of chapter and verse to prove tbaty Greek witnesses are valid with respect to scrgbtiaxts.
Wolf's persistent failure in that respect shouldKept in mind when studying all of his 67 questions
against the 1611 Holy Bible.

See www.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/BBE577.pdffor summary information that
vindicates the inclusion of Acts 9:6 in the 1611l\HBIible.

Dr Thomas Holland has this analysis of Acts 9:@rfidis bookCrowned With Gloryp 159-160.

See alsovww.sovereignword.org/index.php/defense-of-theitradal-bible-texts-and-kjb/236-thomas-
holland-crowned-with-glory-chapter-08-textual-catesiations

The passage from verse six that reads, “And he llieign and astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou
have me to do? And the Lord said unto him” ishie Old Latin, the Latin Vulgate, and some of thé Ol
Syrian and Coptic versions. These phrases, howawemnot found in the vast majority of Greek manu-
scripts and therefore do not appear in either th#ti€al Text or the Majority Text. Yet, they am i
cluded in the Textus Receptus. On the surfaceettteal evidence looks weak. Why, then, should the
Textus Receptus be accepted over the majority e€lGwitnesses at this point? Because the phrases
are preserved in other languages, and the intemadlence establishes that Christ in fact spokeethes
words at the time of Paul’'s conversion and are dfi@re authentic.

Acts chapter nine is not the only place in Scriptwhere the conversion of Paul is establishedAdts
22:10 and 26:14 we have the testimony of the Apdgthself. There, in all Greek texts, the phrases
guestion appeatr.

Acts 22:10 “‘And | said, What shall | do, Lord? And the Lordid unto me, Arise, and go into Da-
mascus; and there it shall be told thee of all ¢fsimvhich are appointed for thee to do.”

Acts 26:14 “And when we were all fallen to the earth, | heardoice speaking unto me, and saying in
the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul, why persecutestrttesuit is hard for thee to kick against the pritks

When the apostle Paul recounts his conversiontes the words in question. It is certain that Hady
Spirit inspired these words which should be inctideActs 9:5-6. We must conclude that these words
were spoken when the event originally occurredthdigh they have not been preserved in the Greek
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manuscripts at Acts 9:6, they have been preservéigei Latin manuscripts (ar, c, h, I, p, ph, t)vasl|
as other translations (Georgian, Slavonic, Ethigpidhe greatest textual critic of all, the Holyii®p
bears witness to their authenticity by includingrthin Acts 22:10 and 26:14.

Will Kinney has these comments with respect towiteesses in favour of the inclusion of Acts 9:6 in
both the 1611 Holy Bible and editions of the ReediWext.

Seebrandplucked.webs.com/acts957hear720excee.htm

Regarding the second longer part of this versepating to Jack Moorman’s book When the KJV De-
parts from the “Majority” Text, all these words afeund in the Textus Receptus, the Old Latin taansl
tion dating from150 AD (ar, c, h, |, p, ph, t), tiéementine Vulgate, one Arabic version, the Etiziop
version, Armenian, Slavonic, and the ancient Georgiersion of the 5th century. It is also quotgd b
the church Fathers of Hilary 367, Ambrose 397, Egim 373, and Lucifer in 370.

...The Greek manuscripts of the uncial E and theiweisf 431 contain all these words as found in the
KJB but they are placed at the end of verse 4 aust# in verse 6, and so read the Syriac Peshitta
translations of Lamsa 1936 and James Murdock 1858.

The verses stand as they are in the King Jamesg,Biycliffe 1395, Tyndale 1525, Coverdale 1535, the
Great Bible, Bishops’ Bible 1568, the Geneva Bil189...

The Greek text of Stephanus in 1550 as well asSgamish Sagradas Escrituras Version Antigua of
1569 both read exactly as the text of the King JaBiele. These men obviously had access in their
day to underlying Greek texts which we no longesspss. Stephanus amassed a good number of
manuscripts to compile his Greek edition. He makésrence to Greek manuscripts that we no longer
possess today...

In summary, the words in question by many modersiorgsts are found among a cluster of divergent
readings (as is very often the case). They aredon a few remaining Greek manuscripts, many com-
piled Greek texts (Ten listed), several anciensiogrs (the Old Latin existed long before Sinaitiansl
Vaticanus were penned), quoted by several earlycthiathers, and are found in many different Bible
translations, both old and new, throughout the rentvorld, including the Modern Greek version used
in all Greek Orthodox churches today.

See alsdHazardous Materialdy Dr Mrs Riplinger, Chapter 20 and p 760 on A@ts, 6, with respect

to her revelations on how what is now the Greelkh@tbx Church, steeped in heresy, cut out numerous
important readings from what is now the majorityGreek manuscripts, of which it is the main custo-

dian. God nevertheless preserved those readisgsvieére. In particular, see below with respect to
Question 2@and 1 John 5:7 that Wolf ignorantly refers td'tag second half of 1 Jn 5.8

It is of course significant that among the witnassefavour of Acts 9:6 are the faithful pre-161iblBs
that God used to bring in the®™8entury English Protestant Reformation, the crograchievement of
which was and is the 1611 Authorized King JamesyHible.

Grievous Wolf appears to be as clueless about Guatigl in history as he is about God’s Book in the
hands of His servants.

26.How can we trust the TR to be 100% error free wiensecond half of 1 Jn 5:8 ajsic] found only in
the Latin Vulgate and a Greek manuscript writterOixford about 1520 by a Catholic Franciscan friar
named Froy (or Roy), who took the disputed wordmfthe Latin Vulgate and inserted the trinity again
into the KJV. Once again, a text that did not cdroen the Greek TR at all. Was this interpolation
spired by God?

Wolf is lying again. For example, Berry’'s Editioh Stephanus’s 1550 Received Text Edition contains
1 John 5:7, 8 as found in the 1611 Holy Bible.oin)5:7, 8 as found in the 1611 Holy Bible appéars
all editions of the Received Text since Erasmusriesl it into his § Edition in 1522. Se@he King
James Version Defendég Dr Edward F. Hills p 209.

See alsavilderness-cry.net/bible study/books/kjv-defendbdfiters8.html
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No Franciscan friar worked on the 1611 Holy Bibla.The Men Behind the KJ¥ 29, Gustavus Paine
states:

“There were among [the translators] no Roman Caitgl Jews or women. They were male Protes-
tants, roughly or smoothly within the Church of Emgl...”

Paine lists the 47 translators assigned to thelatng committees for the 1611 Holy Bible plusdBb-
ers who contributed to the work, such as ThomasoBil editor, in Appendix 1 of his book, pp 184-185.
No-one named Froy, or Roy, appears among themtbeimdex to Paine’s book.

Moreover, Wolf has given a wrong reference. Thmosd half of 1 John 5:8 is not the main disputed
passage, as the following comparison shows. Tladenined words are either cut out, NIV/TNIV, or
disputed, NKJV, by the modern versions.

The 1611 Holy Bible states:

“For there are three that bear record in heaven ghrather, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these
three are oné 1 John 5:7.

“And there are three that bear witness_in_eartthe spirit, and the water, and the blood: and #ee
three agree_in one1 John 5:8.

The NIV states:
“For there are three that testify:1 John 5:7.
“the Spirit, the water and the blood; and the thie in agreement’l John 5:8.

By inspection, it is the second half of 1 John th&t contains most, i.e. 15, of the 19 words iputis,
not that of 1 John 5:8. Grievous Wolf did not dh#te reference.

The validity of 1 John 5:7, 8 as found in the 1é4dly Bible is described in detail in the articlames
White’s 7 Errorspp 10-17. Seeww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/B30@119.pdf

A further summary of the validity of 1 John 5:7a8 found in the 1611 Holy Bible may be found in
Curley the Bible Corrector, Part, 3vww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/P8R%577.pdf

Both the above references contain a summary exjpbanaf why the disputed words are missing from
most Greek manuscripts that contain 1 John. DrRipdinger’s succinct explanation contains the es-
sential points and reads as follows, frétfazardous Materialg 750, noting that it was those that are
now known as Greek Orthodox monks who refused py doJohn 5:7, 8 into their manuscripts.

“Controversies about the nature of the Godhead halveunded throughout history. The Greeks who
worshipped the gods of mythology and the “UNKNOWAU, recoiled at a verse which describes the
Godhead, then concludes, “This is the true GodAc&ts 17:23, 1 John 5:20). The weak Greek monks
caved in and simply omitted the verse which stithedantagonism of unbelievers.”

Two other most informative sites are:
And These Three Are One by Will Kinneyandplucked.webs.com/1john57.htm
The Johannine Comma (1 John 5bg) Martin A. Shuewww.avdefense.webs.com/1John5-7.html

The following material is from Bro. Kinney'’s sithjs emphases, showing in detail that Wolf is lying
about the witnesses for 1 John 5:7, 8.

Concerning the supposed origin of 1 John 5:7, ®énVulgate that Wolf, implies, Bro. Kinney hassthi
statement from his colleague, researcher Tim Dunkin

“...we see that Jerome specifically mentioned tig verse was being removed from Greek manu-
scripts in his day. Logically, we can suppose foathim to recognize the absence of this versaras
omission from the Greek texts, he must have beamea®f Greek manuscripts which contained the
Comma in the time of his preparation of the Vuldatehe general epistles (395-400 AD), a time much
earlier than is suggested by the dating of currektiown Comma-containing Greek mss...”
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Bro. Kinney continues with respect to early witressfor 1 John 5:7, &everal of which by inspection
pre-date Jerome’s Vulgate

It is sometimes erroneously asserfed). by the likes of Grievous Wolthat this text originated close
to the time of Erasmus. However, even the UBSkK3de(4" ed.) notes that the “comma” is attested
by the Latin church fatherCgprian) (d. 258), Pseudo-CyprianX4™ century), Priscillianz (d. 385),
the Speculum (5" century),Varimadum (UBS date “445/480"),Pseudo-Vigilius(4™ or 5" century),
andFulgentius (d. 533), as well as a few manuscripts. And time¢es are found in the very Greek edi-
tions of those who oppose its inclusion in the Nlestament!

Bro. Kinney states further, with respect to the osamipt that Erasmus is supposed to have used for 1
John 5:7, 8, to which Wolf indirectly refers anduanmary of the manuscript evidence for 1 John&:7,

Another very common objection to 1 John 5:7 isalegation that Erasmus said he would include the
verse if he found a Greek manuscript that contaihed hen almost made to order, hot off the presse
one appeared.

Bruce Metzger who was partly responsible for pradagy this urban myth at least had the integrity to
retract this false accusation in th& 2dition of his book. Here is the exact quote fidm Metzger
himself.

“What is said on p. 101 above about Erasmus’ premgsinclude the Comma Johanneum if one Greek
manuscript were found that contained it, and hisgsegquent suspicion that MS 61 was written expressly
to force him to do so, needs to be corrected inigie of the research of H. J. DeJonge, a spesiafi
Erasmian studies who finds no explicit evidence skhi@ports this frequently made assertion.” Bruce M
Metzger, The Text of The New TestaméhEgition, p 291 fn 2.

What then is the evidence for 1 John 5:7? It intbin several Greek texts; it is quoted by several
church fathers and is found in many ancient versiohthe Bible. Although not found in most Greek
manuscripts, the Johannine Comma is found in sévétas contained in 629 (fourteenth century), 61
(sixteenth century), 918 (sixteenth century), 2&E¥enteenth century), and 2318 (eighteenth century
It is also in the margins of 221 (tenth century35§eleventh century), 88 (twelfth century), 428u(f
teenth century), and 636 (fifteenth century). dswart of the text of the Old Latin Bible that viams-
lated in the second century, as it withessed byes@maining copies that we have today. It is found
“r", a 5 ™ century OId Latin manuscript, “q”, a'5to 7" century O.L. mss, and “I” another5century
O.L. mss. and in a confession of faith drawn ubgebius, Bishop of Carthage, in 415.

Note that Bro. Kinney lists 6 Greek manuscriptg thesar witness to 1 John 5:7, 8 as found in thel 161
Holy Bible that pre-date the f&entury copy to which Grievous Wolf refers. Thiel Qatin witnesses
to 1 John 5:7, 8 are patrticularly significant besmathey faithfully preserve a very ancient textBas.
Kinney also notes.

Now the “Waldensian,” or “Vaudois” Bibles stretcihdm about 157 to the 1400s A.D. The fact is, ac-
cording to John Calvin’s successor Theodore Bezat, the Vaudois received the Scriptures from mis-
sionaries of Antioch of Syria in the 120s A.D. dimished translating it into their Latin language/ b
157 AD. This Bible was passed down from generatiotil the Reformation of the 1500s, when the
Protestants translated the Vaudois Bible into Fiertalian, etc. This Bible carries heavy weigltten
finding out what God really said. Theodore Bezahn) Wesley and Jonathan Edwards believed, as
most of the Reformers, that the Vaudois were teeat&lants of the true Christians, and that they pre
served the Christian faith for the Bible-believi@gristians today.

Concerning the manuscript to which Wolf refers daesn’t identify, Dr Ruckman has this insightful
comment cited in this writer’s earlier worlQ Biblios” — The Bookp 321, from Dr Ruckman’s booklet
1 John 5:7 See p 250 of the uploaded fieww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

See als@dames White’s 7 Errorg 16.

“How about that Manuscript 61 at Dublin?

“Well, according to Professor Michaelis (cited ind®. Armin Panning’s “New Testament Criticism”),
Manuscript 61 has four chapters in Mark that posdsee coincidences with Old Syriac, two of which
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also agree with the Old Itala: ALL READINGS DIFFEROM EVERY GREEK MANUSCRIPT EX-
TANT IN ANY FAMILY. The OId Itala was written |dmgfore 200 A.D., and the Old Syriac dates from
before 170 (Tatian’s Diatessaron).

“Manuscript 61 was supposed to have been writteivéen 1519 and 1522; the question becomes us,
“FROM WHAT?” Not from Ximenes'’s Polyglot - his weétsout yet. Not from Erasmus, for it doesn’t
match his “Greek” in many places. The literal affies of Manuscript 61 are with the SYRIAC (Acts
11:26), and that version WAS NOT KNOWN IN EUROPHWUN552 (Moses Mardin).”

The manuscript to which Grievous Wolf refers clgadnnot have been the forgery that he tries to im-
ply that it is. He himself is the forger, like tfmany, which corrupt the word of God:’2 Corinthians
2:17, from Paul’s day down to this.

.How can anyone explain the grammatical error in thigjinal 1611 KJV in Isa 6:2 where the transla-

tors made a rare grammatical error by using theamect plural form of “seraphims” rather than
“seraphim”? Was this error inspired by God?

Wolf's question is quite simply answered on thigesiwww.kjvtoday.com/home/seraphims-or-
seraphim-in-isaiah-62-et;adhowing yet again that it is not the 1611 HolpIBibut Grievous Wolf that
is in error.

Critics claim that “Seraphim” is already plural ilHebrew and that adding an “s” at the end is gram-
matically incorrect. However, “Seraphim” is a fagn word that was imported into English. Foreign
rules of grammar do not apply to words that are amed into English. For example, the Latin plural
form of “factum” is “facta.” However, an appropri@ plural form of “factum” in English is “fac-
tums” (Oxford English Dictionary). Chinese and dapse nouns do not have plural forms. Thus a
Chinese word such as “wonton” and the Japanese wongja” do not need suffixes to become plural
in their respective languages. However, it is camrand acceptable for English speakers to add the
“s” after these words to make them plural. Creagtia plural form that ends with an “s” for an im-
ported word may be preferable since English readeay not be familiar with foreign grammar.

Must we possess a perfectly flawless bible traiwsian order to call it “the word of God”? If sdhow
do we know “it” is perfect? If not, why do soméniit” “the word of God” to only ONE “17" Century
English” translation? Where was “the word of Gogtior to 1611? Did our Pilgrim Fathers have
“the word of God” when they brought the GENEVA BBBtranslation with them to North America?
Was this not the Word of God to them?

Note again Wolf's incorrect use of the tetWord” instead ofword.” SeeQuestion 20
Re:“Must we possess a perfectly flawless bible tramstain order to call it “the word of God”?

Yes, even if it takes seven purifications, Psaln6,12. Paul gives the reason in Ephesians 4fhét
we henceforth be no more children, tossed to anal, fand carried about with every wind of doctrine
by the sleight of menand cunning craftinesswhereby they lie in wait to deceivelike Grievous
Wolf.

As David emphasises in Psalm 19The law of the LORD is perfegtconverting the soul: the testi-
mony of the LORD is suremaking wise the simpfein order to head offthe sleight of men, and
cunning craftiness”of the likes of Grievous Wolf.

Re:*how do we know “it” is perfect?”

The 1611 Holy Bible is known to be perfect beca@sé has not convened another English Bible trans-
lation committee since the year 1611. The 161lhéwited Bible was the last English Bible to be
translated under the direct authority of a king;oading to God’s perfection principle as set ouEm
clesiastes 8:4.

“Where the word of a king is, there is power: ancharmay say unto him, What doest thou?”

Benjamin Wilkinson states that the committee thatdpced the Revised Version of 1881 appealed
twice to the Crown in order to get royal approwaltheir new version, as for the 1611 Bible.

Queen Victoria refused each time.
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SeeWhich Bible?edited by Dr David Otis Fuller,"5Edition, Grand Rapids International Publications,
p 286,kjv.benabraham.com/html/chapter-10.html

Dr Mrs Riplinger states inn Awe of Thy Wordpp 560ff, her emphasé&Seven” times “they
purge...and purify it...” (Ezek. 43:26) — not eightheTKJV translators dithot see their translation as
one in the midst of a chain of ever evolving tratishs. They wanted their Bible to be one of wimch
one could justly say, ‘It is goodxceptthis word orthat word...” They plannefhs stated imhe Trans-
lators to The Readewww.jesus-is-lord.com/prefl611.him

...to make...out of many good ones [Wycliffe, @igie, Coverdale, Great, Geneva, Bishops’], one
principal good one, not justly to be excepted agaithat hath been our endeavor, that our mark.”

“The “mark” to which the KJV translators strove was retain and polish the “perfection of the scrip-
tures” seen in earlier editions. Tyndale himsealidsof his own edition...“count it as a thing not hay
his full shape...a thing begun rather than finished sdek in certain places more proper English”...

“The KJV translators wrote of their final “perfeal& workError! Bookmark not defined.,

“Yet for all that, as nothing is begun and perfit¢perfected] at the same time, and the later thusg
are thought to be the wiser: so, if we building npbeir foundation that went before us, and being h
pen by their labours, do endeavor to make thaebethich they left so good; no man, we are suré) ha
cause to mislike us; they, we persuade ourselivdgy were alive, would thank us...the same witieshi
as gold more brightly, being rubbed and polished...”

The King James translators wrote in conclusiorn&rtwork:

“Ye are brought unto fountains of living water wihige digged not; do not cast earth into them whn t
Philistines [Genesis 26:15], neither prefer brokpits before them with the wicked Jews [Jeremiah
2:13]. Others have laboured, and you may enteo ihieir labours; O receive not so great things in
vain, O despise not so great salvation!...a bleskedy it is, and will bring us to everlasting béesiness

in the end, when God speaketh unto us, to heaskban he setteth his word before us, to read it;rwhe
he stretcheth out his hand and calleth, to answere am I, here we are to do thy will, O God. The
Lord work a care and conscience in us to know hieh serve him, that we may be acknowledged of him
at the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ, to whaeith the holy Ghost, be all praise and thanksgiving
Amen.”

That is how‘'we know” that the 1611 Holy Bible is perfect, even if noigmnals-onlyist’ like Grievous
Wolf ever would.

* It was the last stage of purification ftthe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 in English.
* It was the last English Bible to be translated uradking, Ecclesiastes 8:4.

* It was the last English Bible to be authorized by tiniversal acceptance of the English-speaking
peoples across the world.

In that last respect, Gustavus Paine writeBha Men Behind the KJ¥163,“The Puritans fought their
way forward. The 1611 Bible by its own worth waskimg itself welcome throughout the country, for
those on both sides needed the best modern tetktswvich to fight their doctrinal skirmishes. High
churchmen in greater numbers began to use the ¥6dsion, which in centuries to come would be the
sole bond uniting the countless English-speakingdatant sects.

“In 1629 the Bible was again revised, but only madl ways, and once more in minor respects in 1638.
The last issue of the Geneva Bible was in 1644th&y the King James Version was ahead of all oth-
ers, and now the strife over forms and doctringpéelit on.”

Alexander McClure inTranslators Reviveavrites, p 60,1t (the AV1611) speedily came into general
use as the standard version, by the common cown$é¢hé English people; and required no act of par-
liament nor royal proclamation to establish its laotity. Some of the older versions continued to be
reprinted for forty years; but no long time elaps@ the common version quietly and exclusively oc-
cupied the field.”
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In answer to Grievous Wolf's questiowhly do some “limit” “the word of God” to only ONE 17"
Century English” translation?’it should be emphasised tlabd and“the common consent of the Eng-
lish people”authorized the 1611 Holy Bible &be standard version”such thatno long time elapsed
ere the common version quietly and exclusively miecuthe field.” It remains‘the standard version”
as Pastor J. A. Moorman’s commendifhen The KJV Departs From The “Majority” Tgxt28 shows.
Dr Moorman is addressing ‘minority’ readings in th¢1611 but his comments apply &l AV1611*
readings. *The 2011 AV1611 readings that God cwets to honour.

“When a version has been tilséandard as long as the Authorized Version, andnatihat version has
demonstrated its power in the conversion of sinfaugding up of believers, sending forth of preach
and missionaries on a scale not achieved by akiotersions and foreign language editions combined;
the hand of God is at work. Such a version musbadampered with. And in those comparatively few
places where it seents depart from the majority readin@r from however many supposedly ‘im-
proved’ readings]it would be far more honouring toward God’s prees of preservation to believe
that the Greek and not the English had strayed fiioenoriginal!”

Grievous Wolf complains about what he terf@NE “17" Century English” translatiori

Would Wolf prefer more than one Saviour? God says
“l, even |, am the LORD; and beside me there is saviour’ Isaiah 43:11.

Would Wolf prefer more than one God? God says no.

“Remember the former things of old:_for | am Go@nd there is none elsé am God and there is
none like me’ Isaiah 46:9.

Would Wolf prefer more than one Mediator? God says

“For there is one God,_and one mediator between Godwl men the man Christ Jesu$ 1 Timothy
2:5.

Would Wolf prefer more than one sacrifice for sioever? God says no.

“But this man, after he had offered one sacrificerf sins for_ever sat down on the right hand of
God;” Hebrews 10:12.

Would Wolf prefer more than one body, one Spimte dope 1 Thessalonians 4:16, 17, one Lord, one
faith, one baptism into Jesus Christ, Romans 618,@od and Father of all? God says no.

“There is one bodyand one Spirit even as ye are called in_one hope of your calli@ne Lord one
faith, one baptism One God and Father of allwho is above all, and through all, and in you all
Ephesians 4:4-6. Note the seven-fold aspects dfsSGuoanifold blessing in Ephesians 4:4-6, likee

seven spirits of GodRevelation 3:1, 4:5, 5:6. See also Isaiah 11:2.

It should also be noted that the 1611 Holy Biblads a““17 " Century English” translation”i.e. lim-
ited to 17" century English as Wolf tries to imply. Dr Hilsstemarks on the suppos&d7 ™ Century
English” translation” are informative. Se&he King James Version Defendpd218, wilderness-
cry.net/bible_study/books/kjv-defended/chapter8lhtm

“The English of the King James Version is not timglish of the early 17 century. To be exact, it is
not a type of English that was ever spoken anywh#res biblical English, which was not used on or
dinary occasions even by the translators who predutie King James Version. As H. Wheeler Robin-
son (1940) pointed out, one need only compare thfage written by the translators with the text of
their translation to feel the difference in styl&nd the observations of W. A. Irwin (1952) arghe
same purport. The King James Version, he remisdowes its merit, not to T&entury English —
which was very different — but to its faithful tedation of the original. Its style is that of thiebrew
and of the New Testament Greek. Even in theiotifgee and thou the translators were not follayin
17"-century English usage but biblical usage, for lz time these translators were doing their work
these singular forms had already been replacecdbyptural you in polite conversation.”

Concerning*“the word of God” prior to 1611" seeQuestion 6with reference tdthe Spanish Valera
1602 Purificada”that Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions. See also Dr Ruakia summary irmhe Christian’s
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Handbook of Biblical Scholarshipp 110-117, with respect to % @entury bibles beginning with Lu-
ther’'s Bible that were followed by translationsrrd.uther’s text into Dutch, Danish, Icelandic, Stav
Croatian, Hungarian, Polish, Finnish, Lithuaniac. eTo those may be added the Tyndale, Coverdale,
Matthew, Taverner, Great, Geneva and Bishops’ BibM/hatever refinements those texts were in need
of according to Psalm 12:6, 7 and which would béressed by the King James translators for the 1611
Holy Bible, God used the pre-1611 Bibles to bringtie Protestant Reformation, including th&' tén-
tury English Protestant Reformation. God's uséhef18" century Bibles was at least as outstanding in
church history as His direct use of the originald &rievous Wolf cannot show otherwise.

Dr Ruckman succinctly answers the questidrhere was “the word of God” prior to 1611?4&s fol-
lows: “All over the continent!”

See also Dr Mrs Riplinger’s extremely detailed ®&t6 ofln Awe of Thy Worgp 523-919 inclusive
i.e. almost 400 pages, on the history of the prEtiitibles and the 1611 Holy Bible itself, with resp

to its faithful forebears that display many of ieadings from which modern versions depart. Dr Mrs
Riplinger documents scores of such readings.

She also lists on p 33 &f Awe of Thy Wordn the preview of Part 5 of her botthe English Bible’'s
seven purifications”and documentsvhy the pre-1611 bibles were the faithful precursorshie 1611
Holy Bible and how God used them but also how ahg the 1611 Holy Bible is thénal stage of
God's purification of‘the words of the LORD”Psalm 12:6. See Dr Mrs Riplinger’s remarks above
from In Awe of Thy Worgp 560ff.

» The Gothic

The Anglo-Saxon
* The Pre-Wycliffe
* The Wycliffe

* The Tyndale/Coverdale/Great/Geneva

* The Bishops’
* The King James Bible

Will Kinney’s article Where was the word of God before 1611 and wheiteaslay?is also extremely
informative and detailed. Séeandplucked.webs.com/wordofgodbefore1611.htm

Concerning the Geneva Bible and the Pilgrim Fatless the remarks by Paine and McClure above and
note also from the remarks above that the Genebke Bias a genuine stage in the purificatioritbé
words of the LORD"that was brought to perfection by means of thellldaly Bible that superseded
the Geneva Bible. Dr William P. Grady explainsia informative boolGiven By Inspiratiorp 17, his
emphases, thdt..the KEY which opened the door to America’s unparatleleligious liberty was a
JEWISH KEY. ThoughPlymouth Rock may have been built orG&nevaBible, it was a Kinglames
Bible that[President]Andy Jackson pointed to when he exclaimed frondéagh bed — That Book,

Sir, is The Rock’ upon which our Republic rests.” The Englisme “James” is a transliteration of
the Greek name Jacobos, which in turn is a tramgiion of the Hebrew name Yaakov for “Jacob.”

Anyone who has any knowledge of the processingraadufacturing industries understands that fin-
ished products, e.g. premium grade petrol, aredhforth by means of successive stages with an in-
termediate product emerging from each stage suathitths ‘perfect’ in order to proceed to the next

stage of processing or manufacturing. Many hougetmmmodities and consumables are produced in
that fashion. Grievous Wolf is evidently not velymesticated.

Contrary to Grievous Wolf's insinuation, the demandhe early American colonies was not for the
Geneva Bible but for the 1611 Holy Bible.

This site, www.greatsite.com/timeline-english-bible-historymaal-bibles.html states that‘in the
early 1600’s, the Geneva Bible became the firsteBib be taken across the Atlantic to America. It
was, however, never printed in America.”
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The site goes on to explain tH#t was quite late in Colonial American history wiehe first English
language Bible was printed in America, 1782 to kace Prior to this, English language Bibles were
often available in the colonies, but they had tarbported from England. Not only was it finangjall
more feasible to import English language Biblesheatthan produce them, but there was also the legal
issue of the fact that the “King James Versiontloé¢ Bible was still arguably the “copyright” of the
English Crown, since “public domain” laws were nggt commonplace. Still, demand for Bibles was
exceeding supply, particularly since England waspikeg an import-export embargo against the rebel-
lious colonists due to the Revolutionary War. Aaar pride and independence was also on the line.”

Although about 500 Catholic Bibles were printedhia US in 1790, very little demand for them existed
The demand was overwhelmingly for the 1611 Holyl&ilas the site shows. It lists the early King
James Bible publishers in the US; Robert Aitkenllig¥n Young, Isaac Collins, Isaiah Thomas, Jacob
Berriman and John Thompson, who sought to meeptidic demand for Bibles in the years of the
English embargo after the Revolutionary War.

“On January 21, 1781, Robert Aitken petitioned thates States Congress to authorize, and if possibl
even fund, the printing of a complete Bible in Emglish language of the King James Version. On Sep
tember 10, 1782, Aitken received authorization friva United States Congress to commence his
American printing of the Bible in English. Thistli® only instance in history of the U.S. Congiass
thorizing the printing of a Bible. In subsequentss, that session was often mockingly referredsto
“The Bible Congress.” Thus, in 1782, Robert Aiti@oduced the first English language Bible printed
in America. In 1783, George Washington wrote tetetommending Robert Aitken for his Bible. The
Robert Aitken Bible is known as the “Bible of thmeXican Revolution” and it remains the most rare
and valuable of early American English Bibles.

“...in 1790, Philadelphia printer William Young piaced a press-run of likely not more than a few
hundred copies of a very small coat-pocket sized) Kiames Version Bible. This was the first Ameri-
can Bible to be printed together with a Psaltet.whs marketed as a “school edition” for students.
William Young’s Bible is also unspeakably rare tpda

“In 1789, Collins announced his proposal to publisie entire Bible (KJV) if he could obtain a 25%

deposit from at least 3,000 subscribers. By 17%81 had produced 5,000 copies of the first Bible
printed in New Jersey. Due to its fairly largeesiand clear type, unlike all the small coat-pocket
American Bibles and New Testaments that had corfweeb#, the 1791 Isaac Collins Bible became

known as the first “Family Bible” printed in Ameac.The 1791 Isaac Collins Bible served as the-stan
dard of excellence and the prototype for many AraeriBibles for the next 110 years. Though 5,000
copies were originally printed, fewer than 100 &re@wn to exist today.

“Isaiah Thomas was one of the most successful gnsnn Colonial America. He published a newspa-
per called “The Massachusetts Spy” in which he sufgal the cause of the colonists. During the Revo-
lutionary War, Thomas moved his presses to Woncddssachusetts. There, in 1791, Isaiah Thomas
published the first illustrated Bibles printed inm&rica. (Many historians believe that his prodaonti
was completed just days after Isaac Collins corepliéiis Bibles that same year). Thomas produced his
1791 Bibles (KJV) in two forms: a large folio ofawolumes, and a smaller but still quite large,aby
guarto of one volume.

“In 1796, Jacob Berriman of Philadelphia publishethat may be called the first “single volume illus-
trated tall folio” (KJV) Bible printed in America.lLong prized by collectors of Colonial American Bi-
bles, this printing features excellent exampleshefwork done by several American engravers of the
1700’s. Itis a work of exceptional beauty.

“In November of 1798, John Thompson, also of Plelpkia, produced the first Bible ever to be “hot-
pressed” in America (KJV). This printing technigelped to sear the ink clearly into the paper with
heat. It was a huge pulpit folio, printed in twolwmes...the largest Bible printed in America up lunti
that time. The Thompson Hot-Press Bible remainexaremely rare collectors’ item.”

Melvyn Bragg inThe Book of Bookpp 53-54, 142 says of the Pilgrim Fathers tiiais likely that
most of them took the Geneva Bible...[but] the Klaghes Version took over...The Geneva Bible was
the Bible first taken to America, and...it soondree supplanted by the King James Version.”
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Gordon Campbell irBible p 152 states that when the import-export embarge @wventually lifted,
“Thereafter KJVs imported from England dominated tharket” such that American Bible publishers
suffered, Robert Aitkin, for example, going bankrupn 1816, the American Bible Society decided to
publish its own standard teXtAmerican pride and independenceggossibly still“on the line”) which
after a lengthy hiatus it did in 1856 but this teid not displace other editions such as the Cadgbri
Standard Text, as found in the Cambridge CameadaditHowever, these editions were dtile same
Book such that Campbell states, p 170, tilae KIJV remains...the most widely owned and usauaist
lation in the United States, and the same may teeitr Britain.”

Professor Campbell’s view may be optimistic witspect to the UK but it is clear from his researches
and those of the other authors cited above thaG#meva Bible was rapidly and totally eclipsed Hogy t
1611 Holy Bible in the United States, which becareetral to the nation’s life even in, or indeedessp
cially in, the new nation’s greatest time of tridVlelvyn Bragg has two extensive chapters on tle pr
found influence of the 1611 Holy Bible on both sd# the conflict during the American Civil War
1861-1865, during which, according to Derek Wilsoifhe People’s Bible 149“1.5 million copies of
the King James Version were given to Unionist gotdand 300,000 to Confederate troops.”

American Bible believers clearly knew whéthe word of God™ was for thosétroublous times”
Daniel 9:25 and they know what it is today, eve@Gifevous Wolf does not.

Finally, observe God’s instructions to Noah‘toake theean ark of gopher wood'Genesis 6:14, His
instructions to Moses tomake mea sanctuary”Exodus 25:8, His instructions to Pdtd make theea
minister and a witness both of these things whidtoti hast seen, and of those things in the which |
will appear unto thee;”Acts 26:16 and God'’s steps in creation accordmigxodus 20:11.

“For in six days the LORD made heaven and eartihe seaand all that in them isand rested the
seventh day: wherefore the LORD blessed the sabloatyy and hallowed it

Note further 1 Kings 6:37-38.

“In_the fourth year was the foundation of the housaf the LORD laid in the month Zif: And in the
eleventh yearin the month Bul, which is the eighth month, wdke house finished throughout all
the parts theregfand according to all the fashion of it._So wasg Beven years in building.it

Solomon took a total of eleven years to compféte house of the LORD”of which four years were
occupied in laying the foundations. Completiorftbe house of the LORD"was itself clearly a stage-
wise process.

Observe the Lord’s steps in the establishmentettiurch'built upon the foundation of the apostles
and prophetsJesus Christ himself being the chief corner stghd&phesians 2:20.

Observe the Lord’s steps in the writing of the [gitnies themselves, with respect'@di things...which
were written in the law of Mosesand in the prophetsand in the psalm’s Luke 24:44 that became
“the old testament”2 Corinthians 3:14 that was followed Ithe new testament™2 Corinthians 3:6,
including that whicHPaul hath written unto yoy As also in all his epistlés2 Peter 3:15-16.

Each one of the projects cited above was accongaligh stages and the King James translators said of
their work inThe Translators to the Read#trat, this writer's emphase®et for all that, as nothing is
begun and perfected at the same time, and the thtarghts are thought to be the wiser: gowe
building upon their foundation that went before yand being holpen by their labourglo endeavor

to make that better which they left so ggaitb man, we are sure, hath cause to mislike usy,thve
persuade ourselves, if they were alive, would thamk

If thus “saith the scripture” Romans 4:3, Galatians 4:30 about God’s stage{wiseesses with respect
to the creation, the ark, the tabernacle, Solomtenisple, the apostolic ministry, the church and the
scriptures themselves)cluding the English Biblgust who is Grievous Wolf to question God’s stage
wise process with respect‘tihe book of life” Revelation 3:5?

Grievous Wolf should give careful consideratiorit8amuel 2:3.

“Talk no more so exceeding proudiet not arrogancy come out of your moutlior the LORD is a
God of knowledge, and by him actions are weighied
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29.Were the KJV translators inspired by God when tdyitted themselves that other preceding transla-
tions were still to be considered “the word of Gotliey were just working on an English translatan

those other versions and translations?

2 Timothy 3:16 state®all scripture is given by inspiration of God’hot “all translators.” Grievous
Wolf can’t read simple English. For the remaindéQuestion 29see in answer Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s
statement undeQuestion 28rom In Awe of Thy Worgp 560ff, her emphas&t$Seven” times “they
purge...and purify it...” (Ezek. 43:26) — not eightheTKJV translators didhot see their translation as
one in the midst of a chain of ever evolving tratishs”

See also the detailed remarks unQeestion 28with respect to the seven-fold purification of gaip-
tures, including the contribution to that purificet process of the pre-1611 English Bibles, asefor
ample Dr Mrs Riplinger sets out on p 33 and in &yt ofin Awe of Thy Word

See also the scriptural examples listed uri@eestion 28with respect t6What God hath wrought!”
Number 23:23 butin process of time”Exodus 2:23, not like thdwhich came up in a night”Jonah
4:10

30.Do you believe that the Hebrew and Greek usedi®kilV are “the word of God”?

Dr Laurence Vance has shownThe Bible Believer's BulletjfFebruary 2003, June 2006 how Psalm
12:6, 7 was fulfilled in the broad sweep of histbgymeans of:

« Areceived Hebrew text, 1800 BC to 389 BC
« Areceived Aramaic text at the same time (Gen&asyjel, etc.)
« Areceived Greek text from AD 40 to AD 90
« Areceived Syrian text from AD 120 to AD 200
« Areceived Latin text from AD 150 to AD 1500
« Areceived German text from AD 1500 to AD 2006
- Areceived English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006 128)
That analysis would satisfy a genuine Bible beligathough it may not satisfy Grievous Wolf.

31.Are you aware that the Hebrew and Greek texts telm@s are not pure and errors have been found in
both the Hebrew texts and the Septuagint Greekoréts How then can underlying the KJV with the
errors in these texts be considered inspired byZod

It is up to Grievous Wolf to point out these errargl to show where they occur in the 1611 Holy &ibl
if he thinks he can do so. He has failed to diosQuestion 31

Dr Laurence Vance iKing James His Bible and Its Translatqup 40-41 identifies the published He-
brew and Greek source materials that the King Jamaeslators used. They included the Soncino,
Bomberg, Pratensis, ben Chayim and Stephanus Hebléwestaments together with the Compluten-
sian, Antwerp and Nuremberg Polyglot Bibles corntagrall or part of the Hebrew Old Testament* and
the Greek New Testament Editions of Erasmus, CelisaStephanus and Beza.

*The Nuremberg Polyglot contains only the Books Gé&nesis to Ruth plus the Psalms. See
www.ccel.org/s/schaff/encyc/encyc02/htm/iv.v.Ixitah

Those are the published sources that Grievous Wo#t access in order to identify the errors that he
thinks they contain that were carried over into16&1 Holy Bible. He has not done so. On hisls@&e
charges the 1611 Holy Bible with error in Exodusl13) 32:14, Leviticus 6:21, 8:28, 17:6, 23:18, 1
Samuel 10:24, 2 Samuel 16:16, 1 Kings 1:25, 2028ah 14:12, Jeremiah 18:8, 10, Amos 7:6, Jonah
3:10, Luke 18:12, Acts 2:38, 12:4, 19:37, 22:16pRaos 3:4, 6, 31, 6:2, 15, 7:7, 13, 9:14, 11:1,113,
Corinthians 6:15, Galatians 2:17, 3:21, 24, 6:afds 2:3, 36 verses in all*.

*Grievous Wolf’'s so-called errors in the 1611 H&iple will be answered in a later compilation, D.V.

However, he does not state how any of those vensesn error in the published Hebrew and Greek
sources listed above such that those errors weredarried over into the 1611 Holy Bible. Thatis
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most slovenly oversight on Grievous Wolf's partpnsimlering the gravity of the accusation that he has
in effect, made against the King’s men and theirkww@As Solomon rightly states in Proverbs 26:16:

“The sluggard is wiser in his own conceit than sevmen that can render a reasdn

If Wolf is genuinely interested in identifying thegrors incurrently available Greek and Hebrew texts
that are being touted as ‘the’ Greek texts thdweeitinderlie or ‘improve’ the wording of the 161l
Bible or both, he should chet¢kazardous Materialdy Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger, one that cdrender a
reason” Chapter 18The Trinitarian Bible Society’s Little Leaven: Seener's Greek Textus Recep-
tus” Chapter 19'Very Wary of George Ricker Berfy Chapter 20The Wobbly Unorthodox Greek
Orthodox Crutcli’ Chapter 27‘Hebrew OIld Testament Critical Texts Chapter 28'Hebrew Mas-
soretic Old Testament Non-Authoritative Texts.”

Note that Sister Riplinger and her research hawes ciously attacked by the ‘originals-onlyistd’ o
the Dean Burgon Society. Their attack is in thecpss of being answered separately.

Seewww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-divgetro-and-dawaite.php

Dr Mrs Riplinger has documented 54 verses in Chialteof Hazardous Materialsvith readings that
depart from the KIJB New Testament in Scrivenend that show that it imot “The exact Greek text
underlying the King James Biblealthough it is claimed to be. Bro. Peter Heismigsionary to Ro-
manian Gypsies, has studied many of these 54 deparand documented a further 10, making 64
verses in all where Scrivener departs from the K@/ Testament. Dr Mrs Riplinger has stressed that
a full collation of Scrivener’s text against theB<Blew Testament has yet to be carried out. I5&e
ardous Materialgpp 654-677.

It should be noted in passing that Dr Mrs Riplingéist includes 24 verses, noted with an asterisk
Hazardous Materialswhich Scrivener claimed came from Latin sourcesfbr which Greek textual
evidence is readily available. Dr Mrs Riplingep&ins on p 653 oflazardous Materialshat these 24
verses are among 59 verses where Scrivener foll®ezad'’s final edition of 1598 against the King
James New Testament.

“Scrivener pretends that the KJB readings in thiofeing verses are not ‘the’ original. Therefore
Scrivener’s is not the “exact” “Originall Greeke et that underlies the KJB in the following verses.
The following analysis of 52 verses from Scrivenést of 59 so-called Latin-based KJB readings, in
cluding 24 instances (noted with a *) where Grem&ual evidence was easily available, even in my of
fice, to contravene Scrivener’s list. His texhgsmore valid than any other Greek edition of tlestlis
Receptus which misrepresents these 24 verses. avosbt debatable at all...”

The 64 verses are as follows, in order as theyoaned inHazardous Material$or Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s
list, followed by Bro. Heisey’s references that areddition to those in Dr Mrs Riplinger’s list) &s-
terisk * denoting a verse included in both collaso

Matthew 12:24*, 27* Mark 3:22*, Luke 11:15* 1819* Mark 13:37, 14:43*, Luke 1:35, 49, 23:34,
46, John 7:9, 10:16*, 12:26, 18:1, Acts 2:22, 4:.838*, 7:26*, 44, 10:20, 13:1, 15, 17:30, 19:20%,
23:15, 24:25, Romans 16:4, 1 Corinthians 13:1, €éms 1:4, 1 Thessalonians 2:16, Acts 26:6*, 1 Co-
rinthians 16:23, Galatians 4:15*, Ephesians 6:2RHilippians 2:21, Colossians 1:24, 1 Thessalonians
2:12* 13, 1 Timothy 1:17, 3:15, 4:15*, 2 Timothyl®*, James 3:14, 1 Peter 2:13, 1 John 3:20*,5:8,
John 3*, Revelation 13:10, 16:11, 17:9, 18:23, Maulb

Acts 27:12, 17, Revelation 6:14, 9:16, 19, 10:71188, 13:8, 21:8

Dr Mrs Riplinger states in Chapter 27t&zardous Materialp 983, her emphaséshe following is a
verypartial list of verses in critical Hebrew editions whiabntain corruptions of words...

“Material Textual Differences:Joshua 8:22, 1 Kings 8:31, Isaiah 8:11, 10:15,21521:5, 31:1;
Jeremiah 5:7, 14:14, 18:4, 25:23, 34:5, 50:9; Ee¢K81:11, 36:23, Zephaniah 3:15, Zechariah 1:8,
Proverbs 8:16, 10:3; Ruth 2:6; Esther 8:11, 9:2;r&8:14; Nehemiah 7:62; 1 Chronicles 15:2; 2
Chronicles 3:5, 9:18, 22:8, 28:18, 29:18, 34:8.”

Dr Mrs Riplinger states in Chapter 28t¢ézardous Materialp 1006, her emphasis, thatl currently
printed, facsimile, software, and online editiorfsiee Hebrew Massoretic Tefdil to reflect the pure
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historic Massoretic Text in toto (e.g. Numbers 328am. 8:3, 2 Sam. 16:23, Ruth 3:5, Ruth 3:17,
Judges 20:13 et al..)...”"She adds on p 1007 tHatthe Ginsburg and Green editions, the only cur-
rently printed editions of the ben Chayim-type H@bBible, do not precisely represent the “Origiriall
used by the KJB translators...”

The above examples from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s resedrabe been given to show that Bible believers are
well aware of errors icurrent Greek and Hebrew sources, which are the only thrasGrievous Wolf
will have access to. Dr Mrs Riplinger has showmramsiderable detail that the King James trandator
did not succumb to those errors.

In spite of his superficial charges of errors ie th611 Holy Bible, see the 36 verses listed above,
Grievous Wolf hasiot shown that the King James translators perpeti@tgderrors in their Hebrew and
Greek sources. As indicated, neither has he iteshtany such errors in their Hebrew and Greek
sources.

The King James translators had the Septuagint &g remarked upon iThe Translators to the
Readey indeed favourably. The King James translatoreevmevertheless aware of its deficiencies in
spite of Grievous Wolf's insinuation to the conyrar

“Yet for all that, as the Egyptians are said of fBphet to be men and not God, and their horseshfl
and not spirit [Isa 31:3]; so it is evident, (andiBt Jerome affirmeth as much) [S. Jerome. de aptim
genere interpret.] that the Seventy were Interpetthey were not Prophets; they did many thing we
as learned men; but yet as men they stumbled dhdofee while through oversight, another while
through ignorance, yea, sometimes they may be notedid to the Original, and sometimes to take
from it; which made the Apostles to leave them niengs, when they left the Hebrew, and to deliver
the sense thereof according to the truth of thedwas the spirit gave them utterance. This mafycguf
touching the Greek Translations of the Old Testdrhen

The King James translators wrongly believed in @.BSeptuagint. However, their statement is clear
that when the apostles gave free quotations fremCtld Testament as in Acts 2, it was the Spirit
gave them utteranceActs 2:4, not by means of any Greek translatiothefHebrew Old Testament.

Grievous Wolf is unable to prove otherwise. Naitisehe able to prove that the King James transdato
carried over into their work any errors from thee€ Septuagint.

SeeThe Mythological Septuagiiy Dr Peter S. Ruckman and Dr Gipp’s analysis,sflae #9:What is
the LXX? Answer:A figment of someone’s imaginati@amagipp.com/answerbook/?page=09.Hiom
the refutation of the so-called B.C. Septuagintill Winney also has an informative article entitlBid
LXX — The Fictitious Use of the so-called Greekt&sgint brandplucked.webs.com/nolxx.htm

His question is merely aimed at sowing doubt in tlied of the reader about the 1611 Holy Bible.
Grievous Wolf's deceptive tactic in that respedmsancient device, well worn with satanic use.

“Yea, hath God said...?Genesis 3:1.

32.Do you believe that God inspired the English versabthe KJV to correct the Hebrew and Greek texts
from which it was translated?

SeeQuestion 30with respect to Dr Vance’s analysis of how Psalr617 was fulfilled in the broad
sweep of history. See also the remainder of 2 Th;n8:16, followed by 2 Timothy 3:1&xplicitly with
respect tavhy“All scripture is given by inspiration of God,including the 1611 Holy Bible:

“...and is profitable for doctrine for reproof for correction for instruction in righteousnessThat
the man of God may be perfe¢hroughly furnished unto all good works

That is the main reasamhy“All scripture is given by inspiration of Gogd in contrast to that proffered
by Grievous Wolf.

“The English version of the KIM5, as Dr Vance’s analysis indicates,iaprovemenbn “the Hebrew
and Greek texts from which it was translated
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The following material is from this writer’s eantizvork “O Biblios” — The Bookpp 37-38, with some
edits and updates. It shows the superiority oflth&l Holy Bible ovefthe Hebrew and Greek texts
from which it was translatet

See p 28 of the uploaded fileww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

There are at least 8 reasons why the AV1611 isgh $uperior to ‘the Greek’ - and to ‘the Hebrew.’
SeeThe Christian’s Handbook of Biblical Scholarshp 332-343:

1. The AV1611 useSsynagogues”in Psalm 74:8, instead of the Hebréaweeting places show-
ing that the reference is yet future, to the grelatilation.

2. The Pre-millennial order of the books from 2 Chotes to Psalms in the AV1611 preserves the
order of events in the history of Israel from thesiuduction of Jerusalem, 70 AD, to the Second
Advent. This order is superior to that of the HabBible.

3. In an age ruled by the televisidipictures” in Numbers 33:52 is far superior to the origina-H
brew of“carved stones

4. The AV1611 alone usé$orces” in Daniel 11:38 instead of the literal Hebr&artresses” The
AV1611 reading is superior because it is a referetiocthe use of electricity, Luke 10:18, the
highest form of energy, especially in the tribwdati See Revelation 13:13.

5. The AV1611 haschurches” in Acts 19:37, showing where pagans devoted to"Qweeen of
heaven’ Jeremiah 44:19, actually WORSHIP. This is faresige to the ‘original Greek’, which
gives“temples”

6. The AV1611 has'Easter” in Acts 12:4 instead of the literal Greek equivalePassover”
Herod was an Edomite and would therefore obsergtcEanot the Passover. See also Dr. Gipp’s
comments, Question #B&sn’'t “Easter” in Acts 12:4 a mistranslation of th&ord “pascha” and
should it be translated as “passover’Answer:No, “pascha” is properly translated “Easter” in
Acts 12:4 as the following explanation will sh@amgipp.com/answerbook/?page=02.htm

7. The tense of the Greek in Galatians 2:19 isave been crucified”but Luke 9:23 shows that a
man is to take up the cross DAILY. The AV1611 iiegd‘l am crucified” is therefore both cor-
rect and superior to ‘the Greek'.

8. The AV1611 alone hakorrupt” in 2 Corinthians 2:17, where the ‘original Greek"peddle,”
according to the modern revisesho thereby condemn themelves because they gbgupub-
lishing houses that “peddle” or sell their version¥here is no danger in selling the AV1611, be-
cause it isn't corrupt. However, there could bgreat danger in the selling of CORRUPT ‘bi-
bles’. It would be rather like selling contamiraitailk, 1 Peter 2:2!

Acts 12:4, 19:37 are among the verses that GrieVol$ disputes with respect to the 1611 Holy Bible.
SeeQuestion 31 The explanations given above show that the Hdl¥ Bible is correct and Wolf and
the rest of the pack, Hudson, Kutilek, Ross etevaiong. Seéntroduction.

For detailed discussions of the superiority of 1611 to ‘the Hebrew’ and ‘the Greek’, with numer-
ous examples, séée Christian’s Handbook of Biblical Scholarstppendix 7.

Grievous Wolf will get further enlightenment of tkaperiority of the 1611 Holy Bible over ‘the He-
brew’ and ‘the Greek’ if he is able to check théidwing issues of théible Believers’ BulletinNo-
vember 1991, November 1995, January 1999, Febil@89, November 2001, April 2004, November
2005, December 2005, January 2006, February 20@écHv006, April 2006, May 2006, June 2006,
February 2007, March 2007.

The issues of December 2005 and earlier may bieulifto obtain but issues of the bulletin from dan
ary 2006 onward may be downloaded for personahtssgw.kjv1611.org/downloadsbbb.html

Is ANY translation totally and fully “inspired” tbe the one and only Word of God?

Note again Wolf's incorrect use of the tefilvord” instead ofword.” SeeQuestions 2829, 30 with
respect to what i&ll scripture” that ‘is given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16.
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34.1s the KJV the only Bible we can call “scripture”®s IT the only translation “given by inspiratiorf o
God”? [2 Tim. 3:16], or was it not in existence whBaul write this to Timothy and he was speaking of
another version or translation? Should we not tigen that translation Paul was speaking about and
use it even if we cannot read it?

For the answer to the first and second of Wolf'esiions undeQuestion 34see agaifQuestions 28
29, 30 with respect to what i&ll scripture” that ‘is given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16.

The King James translators themselves fildme Translators to the Readsufficiently answer Griev-
ous Wolf's third question und€puestion 34n this writer’'s view, though probably not in thaft Griev-
ous Wolf and his pack — séetroduction.

“But how shall men meditate in that, which they mainunderstand? How shall they understand that
which is kept close in an unknown tongue? as wrsten, “Except | know the power of the voice, |
shall be to him that speaketh, a Barbarian, andha speaketh, shall be a Barbarian to me.” [1 Cor
14]. The Apostle excepteth no tongue; not Hebhmnahcientest, not Greek the most copious, nohLati
the finest. Nature taught a natural man to confésat all of us in those tongues which we do ot u
derstand, are plainly deaf; we may turn the deaf @wato them. The Scythian counted the Athenian,
whom he did not understand, barbarous; [Clem. Alestrom.] so the Roman did the Syrian, and the
Jew (even S. Jerome himself called the Hebrew bgubarous, belike because it was strange to so
many) [S. Jerome. Damaso.] so the Emperor of Cotistaple [Michael, Theophili fil.] calleth the
Latin tongue, barbarous, though Pope Nicolas daemstat it: [2::Tom. Concil. ex edit. Petri Crab] so
the Jews long before Christ called all other natiphognazim, which is little better than barbarous.
Therefore as one complaineth, that always in theateof Rome, there was one or other that called fo
an interpreter: [Cicero 5::de finibus.] so lest tl@&hurch be driven to the like exigent, it is neaeg$o
have translations in a readiness. Translatiorsithat openeth the window, to let in the light;ttheea-
keth the shell, that we may eat the kernel; thateplu aside the curtain, that we may look into inest
Holy place; that removeth the cover of the welgtttve may come by the water, even as Jacob rolled
away the stone from the mouth of the well, by whiglans the flocks of Laban were watered [Gen
29:10]. Indeed without translation into the vulgtwsngue, the unlearned are but like children at
Jacob’s well (which is deep) [John 4:11] withoubacket or something to draw with; or as that person
mentioned by Isaiah, to whom when a sealed bookdekgered, with this motion, “Read this, | pray
thee,” he was fain to make this answer, “I canrot,it is sealed.” [Isa 29:11].”

If Grievous Wolf thinks that he shouldet that translation Paul was speaking abguhe must first
identify its whereabouts between two covers. $oha has failed to do so.

35.WHEN was the KJV “given by inspiration of God” —1116 or any of the KJV major revisions in 1613,
1629, 1638, 1644, 1664, 1701, 1744, 1762, 1769tlthst one in 1850 (ten in all)?

Grievous Wolf doesn’'t understand the purificationgess of Psalm 12:6, 7 that could apply eveneo th
1611 Holy Bible. See agaiQuestion 28 It appears to this writer that the 1611 Holy IBibas itself
been through seven purifications. Dr Ruckmabifferences in the King James Version Editign3,
interestingly, lists seven editions; 1611, 161314,61676, 1680, 1701, 1769.

The main editions where the actual text of the AVllGvas amended appear to have been those of
1611, two, seen.wikipedia.org/wiki/Authorized_King_James_Versid613, 1629, 1638, 1701, 1769,

a total of seven again — or the main editions n@gsibly be counted as 1611, 1612, 1613, 1629, 1638,
1701, 1769. The actual breakdown of the purifarastages of the 1611 Holy Bible may, of course, be
among“The secret things”that“belong unto the LORD our GodDeuteronomy 29:29 but it appears
certain to this writer that the number of stagel$ va seven.

Grievous Wolf appears to be flummoxed by the numnber with respect to the editions of the 1611
Holy Bible that he lists and it is possible thaeewhe number seven may be a daunting prospect for
him. It is therefore reassuring that Sister Rigéinhas made the matter of AV1611 inspiration atid e
tions easier for him to comprehend. She statep 680 ofIn Awe of Thy Wordher emphases, that
“The only changes to the KJV since 1611 are ofdhypes:
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1. 1612:Typography (fronBethic to Romantype).

2. 1629 & 1638:Correction of typographical errors
3. 1762 & 1769:Standardization of spelling”

Those changes were the major changes to the 160/1B#ue between 1611 and 1769. Some textual
changes were carried out in the early editiong;raderick Scrivener notes he Authorized Edition of
the English Bible (1611) Its Subsequent Reprint lslodern Representativedppendices A, C, the
words*“of God” first being added to 1 John 5:12 in 1638 and é&steddl in all editions after 1682, pp
193-194. Dr William P. Grady ifinal Authority pp 168-170 states that after having personally re-
viewed Scrivener’'s Appendices A, C, his conclusigth respect to the differences between editions
that Scrivener identified is théless than two hundred [are] noteworthy of mentionNone of these
differences amount to textual discrepancies. @Guyt&Volf is unable to identify any.

Moreover, none of the changes mentioned above hgdletrimental effect on thespiration of the
1611 Holy Bible during the transitional period td purification, as Dr Grady shows @iven By Inspi-
ration p 103. Dr Grady alludes to George Whitfield, wihr@ached with Spirit-filled power to over
100,000 people on a mountainside in Cambuslangla®cbin 1742, unconcerned abdahy remain-
ing errata in his King James Biblghat would later be rectified by Dr Blayney in ledition of 1769.

Grievous Wolf should be able to cope with Dr MrglRiger’'s simplified explanation of the major
changes in the various editions of the 1611 Holylé&8i However,the inspiration of the Almighty”
Job 32:8, though intended tgiveth them understanding”as described by Dr Grady above, clearly
“passeth all understandingPhilippians 4:7 for Grievous Wolf and the restlod pack.

36.In what language did Jesus Christ in Matthew 5:@8t[Peter Ruckman and others], teach that not one
jot or tittle would pass from the Law until all wadfilled? If it is not the KJV, then what versics it
that is the inspired Word of God, if only one versis the inspired Bible?

The answer to Wolf’s first question und@uestion 36is in a language ifwords easy to be under-
stood” 1 Corinthians 14:9 by the listeners. That isrideson for Bible translations e.g. the 1611 Holy
Bible that is to this writefall scripture” that“is given by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16 and
what Wolf terms‘the Bible,” seeQuestion 37not simply a Bibldranslation SeeQuestion 2&or the
most detail in this write-up of why this writer mmles that the 1611 Holy Bible tall scripture” that

“Iis given by inspiration of God

SeeQuestion 16with respect to Dr Gipp’s analysis of God’s ingiion of several translations and the
statement by the King James translators uilezstion 34 Those references render the remainder of
Question 3@rrelevant.

37.Where does the Bible teach that God will somedaieqiy preserve His Word a non-Hebrew language
in the form of one seventeenth-century Englishsletion?

It should first be noted that Grievous Wolf hadddito identify“the Bible” to which he refers. Note
that on his site he refers only‘thhe most common Bible Translatighanone of which in Wolf's termi-
nology is“the Bible.” “The Bible” in Wolf's futile terminology is limited tdthe originals” that no-
one possesses or has ever seen in 19 centuriekidimy Grievous Wolf. Se@uestion 38

*Some diehard ‘originals-onlyist’ fundamentaliststhe US, namely the Dean Burgon Society Execu-
tive Committee, maintain théthe originals” refers to the original words, or text of scriptuie He-
brew/Aramaic/Greek, which they claim they have, toothe original documents, which they admit no-
one has. Se€leaning-Up Hazardous Materialsy Dr Kirk DiVietro p xi. Cleaning-Upis a vicious,
unwarranted and unscholarly attack on Sister Ryelirand her work. It is in the process of being an
swered. Se®uestion 31

Note that on his site, Wolf is lying about the rabidity of the 1611 Holy Bible. He has actually re
versed the order of readability, making the 1611yHgible the most difficult to read and the NIV
among the easiest. Dr Mrs Riplinger has showhleww Age Version€hapter 11 that the reverse is
true, according to the Flesch-Kincaid Grade Lewelidator, application of which reveals that the 161
Holy Bible is theeasiestbible to read and the Nl'dmong the most difficultDr Mrs Riplinger shows
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with numerous examples that the new versions’ dssomplex multi-syllable words and phrases in-
stead the AV1611’s simple one or two syllable woidshe main, make the new versions more diffi-
cult both to read and to memorize.

Wolf is also lying on his site about Wycliffe’s Bébbeing the earliest English Bible and that it was
translated from the Latin Vulgate. In Chapters 224 0fIn Awe of Thy WordDr Mrs Riplinger gives
several examples of pre-Wycliffe scriptures in Estgl where she also shows that Wycliffe used Old
Latin and even Hebrew manuscripts for his biblg, Javome’s Vulgate. Efforts were made after Wy-
cliffe’s death to change his bible to follow Jerdsn®ulgate more closely, one of the revisers being
Nicholas Hereford, who had been one of Wycliffegdgers. Seén Awe of Thy Worgp 873-874.

Note again Wolf’'s incorrect use of the tefilvord.” SeeQuestion 20 Note again Wolf’'s error in re-
ferring to the 1611 Holy Bible d®ne seventeenth-century English translationThe time of the trans-
lation is clearly not the intent of Wolf's dispamag remark. Se@uestion 28nd Dr Hills’s statement
with respect to the 1611 Holy Bible.

“The English of the King James Version is not tnglih of the early 17 century.”

Question 37could reasonably be answered with another questioce“the Bible” has been identified
between two covers.

Where does the Bible teach that God will limit gexfect preservation of His word in the Old Testa-
ment to theHebrewlanguage, which for the vast majority of indivithian the world today would result
in a sealed book according to Isaiah 29:11, evetefoned individuals?

“And the vision of all is become unto you as the re of a book that is sealedvhich men deliver to
one that is learnedsaying Read this| pray thee and he saith | cannot for it is sealed’

As the King James translators pointed out, Qeestion 34 the sealed Book has to besealedfor
“every man to profit withal” 1 Corinthians 12:7.

“And one of the elders saith unto me, Weep not:_béh the Lion of the tribe of Judathe Root of
David, hath prevailed to open the bop&nd to loose the seven seals thefeBevelation 5:5.

The restriction that Grievous Wolf seeks to impbganeans ofQuestion 37n turn violates the priest-
hood of all believers, 1 Peter 2:5, 9, most of whimatay, as indicated, have not and in this lifd wil
never master Hebrew. Yet Malachi 2:7, the lastdaam priests in the Old Testament, shows that to-
day’s“royal priesthood” can nevertheless bring forttine law of the LORD” Psalm 19:7.

“For the priest’s lips should keep knowledgand they should seek the law at his moufbr he is the
messenger of the LORD of hosts

Note how Philippians 2:15-16 confirms the priesthad all believerswith respect to ordinary believ-
ers, who could not have obeyed Paul’'s exhortatidh Y& book that is sealed.”

“Do all things without murmurings and disputings: fiat ye may be blameless and harmless, the sons
of God, without rebuke, in the midst of a crookedidh perverse nation, among whom ye shine as
lights in the world; Holding forth the word of lifethat | may rejoice in the day of Christ, that ldve

not run in vain, neither laboured in vain.”

The Lord’s rebuke to lawyers in Luke 11:52 appkesially to Grievous Wolf and his entire ‘originals-
onlyist’ wolf pack, whose aim is to keep the sededk sealed. Sdatroduction.

“Woe unto you, lawyers! for ye have taken away tkey of knowledgeye entered not in yourselves
and them that were entering in ye hinderéd

38.Did God lose the words of the originals when thettgraphs” were destroyed? How come God did
not preserve them if he was intent on the actusdined word as given to be preserved?

God has preserved His words. See the answer® tlaghten questions. Wolf is being wilfully igno-
rant, again, 1 Corinthians 14:38. See &s@stion 19

“But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorarit
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39.Did the KJV translators mislead their readers byisg that their New Testament was “translated out
of the original Greek”? [title page of KJV N.T.Were they “liars” for claiming to have “the origifa
Greek” to translate from when they did not? Didddospire them to lie?

The King James translators did translate the 16ally Bible New Testament out dthe Originall
Greeke” as Dr Mrs Riplinger reveals on p 645Hézardous Materials In addition to their published
sources fofthe Original Sacred Tonguesas stated imThe Epistle Dedicatorgnd as summarised un-
derQuestion 31Dr Mrs Riplinger states thaThe KJB translators had a wealth of hand-writtemuona
scripts, compiled for 1500 years before the prigtpress was widely used. Perusal of the catalajue
the libraries in England before and during the KilBnslation reveals many, many of these. The royal
library and British Universities were storehousd®ile manuscripts.”

Dr Mrs Riplinger adds imhe Hidden History of The English Scriptuigs 43-44“The translators of
the King James Bible stated on the title page thatNew Testament was also “translated out of the
Originall Greeke.” The translators would not haw@de this claim if they had not had documentary
proof. Time and recent discoveries have verifigd. t The most recent discovery of the Magdalene pa
pyrus, the oldest Greek New Testament fragmenthesthe KJB and none of the new versions.”

Note that certain Bible critics, e.g. Dr James &riteny that the Magdalene papyrus is a witnefiseto
text of the 1611 Holy Bibleyww.kjvonly.org/jamesp/jdprice_magdalen.htm

However, Dr Thomas Holland has a most searchingysisahat explains not only how P64, the Mag-
dalene papyrus, does match the 1611 Holy Bibleipaty in Matthew 26:22 but also how the other
old papyri, although displaying what is termed aexli test, repeatedly match the 1611 Holy Bible
against the modern versions. The issue is no@thald source such as P64 has readings that riegtch
modern versions, because Paul describes how Bibtation began even in the apostolic age in 2 Co-
rinthians 2:17.

“For we are not as manywhich corrupt the word of Gadbut as of sincerity, but as of God, in the
sight of God speak we in Christ

The issue is thaany readings matching the 1611 Holy Bible againstrtiealern versions exist at all in
the oldest sources. Bible critics typically suliserto the so-called Lucian Recension theory of ¥Ves
cott and Hort. The Lucian Recension theory attsnptexplain away the Traditional Text i.e. that of
the 1611 Holy Bible, as d"4century edited amalgam of extant texts the oldastbest of which West-
cott and Hort claimed only matched the text of tl&vise Version, RV, where differences arose with
respect to the Traditional Text. Dean John Burgeploded the so-called Lucian Recension theory in
The Revision RevisedSee this writer's summary i{© Biblios” — The Book Section 1.3, p 10, Sec-
tions 9.4, 9.5, pp 120ff.

See pp 7, 96ff of the uploaded filegyw.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

Dr Holland’s analysis is as followsyww.kingjamesbiblebelievers.com/depository/?p=21&ee also

his bookCrowned With Glorypp 198-202 and Dr Mrs Riplinger’s analysis of Matv 26:22 and the
Magdalene papyrus ifihe Language of the King James Bipfexv-xvi, where she notes that the papyri
discoveries compelled the editors of the Nestl&% Edition to restore almost 500 readings that had
been deleted for 80 yeargadings that matched the Traditional Text andumtthe 1611 Holy Bible
See"O Biblios” — The Book Section 5.7.8, p 37. Observe that in the peagenfigures given below,
some overlap can occur between the various textshws why the percentages may exceed 100% e.g.
with P75. See p 27 of the uploaded fil@yw.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

Dr. Gordon D. Fee, a noted and respected textulabkse, produced a comparison study of early manu-

scripts with various text type$Epp and Fee, 221-243.]t yielded some very interesting results. In his

study, Dr. Fee notes several passages in the Go$gelhn where Codex Sinaiticus agrees or disagrees
with P66, P75, the Textus Receptus, and some wih@zsses. In John chapter four, Fee notes that ou

of sixty-one possible textual variations P66 praetlithe following statistics:

Textus Receptus = thirty-seven times or 60.6% reemgent with P66.
Sinaiticus = twenty-one times or 34.4% in agreenvath P66.
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Likewise, P75 showed a stronger relationship whih Traditional Text than it did with Codex Sinaiti-
cus; however, its strongest relationship is cleanlith Codex Vaticanus. The agreement with P75
among these texts is as follows:

Textus Receptus = thirty-two times or 52.5% in agrent with P75.
Sinaiticus = nineteen times or 31.5% in agreematit R75.
Vaticanus = fifty-two times or 85.2% in agreementhw75. [Ibid., 228.]

Dr. Fee then broadened the study to cover John B, a total of three hundred twenty possible tex-
tual variations. The statistics show a strong tiela between the Traditional Text and P66, agreeing
50.9% of the time when there are textual variatioR66 and Sinaiticus agreed only 43.7% of the time
[Ibid., 233.] Although Dr. Fee maintains that the pro-Tradi@Text readings are “of little conse-
guence,” he does concede that the early papyrue Ipgeduced evidence away from the Alexandrian
textual line. [Ibid., 201.] Further, the point is not that the earliest eixigtmanuscripts are Byzantine
in nature, just that they are mixed and are notepAtexandrian. Therefore, the modern Critical Text
does not always follow the oldest existing manpssri

We should also consider the recent evidence prablbgeDr. Carsten Thiede regarding P64. If he is
correct in redating this manuscript to 66 AD, wet oaly have the earliest known manuscript of the
New Testament, we have one that supports the tex@ading found in the Traditional Text. Mat-
thew 26:22the Critical Text readdegein auto eis ekasteghile the Traditional Text readkegein auto
ekastos autan The difference is reflected in the Revised Stah&¥ersion when compared with the
King James Version. “And they were very sorrowdinigl began to say to him one after another, ‘Is it
Lord?” (RSV). “And they were exceeding sorrowfahd began every one of them to say unto him,
Lord, is it 1?” (KJV). While the difference is mur and does not affect doctrine, this is stilledlection

of the type of textual variants common betweerAtBgandrian and Byzantine textual lines. If thd-ol
est manuscript is to be considered more originathange must occur in the Critical Text because P64
has the same reading found in the Traditional e the King James Version. Although the papyrus
fragment is worn, Dr. Thiede was able to deternilme original reading using an extremely powerful
device known as an epifluorescent confocal lasansimg microscope [Thiede and D’Ancona, 60.]
Here is another example where the oldest readimag éigrees with the Traditional Text is rejected in
favor of the later Alexandrian reading.

Note Dr Holland’s informative remarks in the sanoeiree about the supposed Lucian Recension and
his essential conclusion as follows:

Apart from the promise of Scripture, we simply dbknow which text is original and which one is-cor
rupt. Itis valid to argue that despite the abseot early ByzantingTraditional Text, 1611 Holy Bible]
manuscripts, the traditional textual line refled¢tse original autographs better than the Alexandrian
line. Since the Scriptures are to be used and readvould expect these texts to wear sooner thds te
that were considered corrupt and therefore not usgdhe majority of Christians during the first ¢er
hundred years of the church. This would explagahsence of Byzantine manuscripts until latehen t
church’s history. However, the Byzantine textuad has early witnesses. We have Byzantine reading
in the oldest existing manuscripts; we also haveaBtine readings in ancient versions and the otadi

of the church fathers. What scholars classify et$eéb manuscripts may therefore rest more on subjec
tivity than is usually admitted.

Dr Mrs Riplinger continues imhe Hidden History of The English Scriptunggh respect to the early
witnesses for the 1611 Holy Bible showing that @si/translated out of the Originall Greeke.”

“The King James Bible mirrors the manuscripts amohigd Bibles which for millennia were the main-

stay of Europe: the Old Itala, the Italian, the @iat the Anglo-Saxon, the Dutch, the German, the
French, the Greek, and the Hebrew. These anciedtraedieval vernacular Bibles can provide evi-
dence for the readings in the KJB, particularly wgty disputed ones in the book of Revelation.
Hands-on access to these ancient Bibles makes iBeuksurpassable by today’s critical ‘scholars.’

The translators’ use of vernacular Bibles followe tpattern of Coverdale (German, Swiss, et al.),
Rogers (German), and Theodore Beza, whose GreekIdstament was compiled using a collation of
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Greek and vernacular editions, particularly Latidigons of the Syriac and Aramaic. In countries
where paper was precious, people were poor, andguertion was plenty, the scriptures had been pre-
served by Christian who memorized huge portionh®Bible. The translators easily reproduced the
type of Holy Bible the world had had since “theiptures” were given to “all nations.™

Dr Mrs Riplinger has outlined how the text of th@ll Holy Bible follows an unbroken testimony to
the Traditional Text from apostolic times via verukar Bible versions in addition to Greek manu-
scripts. That is why the King James translatordadeay ‘that the New Testament was also “translated
out of the Originall Greek® as indeed the full title of the 1611 Holy Bible W& estament that
Grievous Wolf does not mention, actually speciftags writer's emphases.

The New Testament of Our Lord and Saviour JesustChr
Translated out of the Original Greek:

And with the Former Translations

Diligently Compared and Revised

By His Majesty’s Special Command

The Former Translationsfer to those that Dr Mrs Riplinger lists aboret simply the pre-1611 Eng-
lish translations. When added to the hand-writtemuscripts that the King’s men consultéte For-
mer Translationdorm a vital second witness, 2 Corinthians 13ol}‘the Originall Greeke™ that is
repeatedly reflected in the early papyri that Drlldad and Dr Mrs Riplinger allude to above as the
King James New Testament Texten though these sources were subject to eantyption, as Paul
warns in 2 Corinthians 2:17. See remarks above.

The only individuals that God inspires to lie aaésé prophets, as in 1 Kings 22:23, 2 Chronicle228

“Now therefore, behold, the LORD hath put a lyingsit in the mouth of all these thy prophetsand
the LORD hath spoken evil concerning thée

Note that false prophets are to be fouimdkings’ houses” 1 Kings 18:19, 22:6, 2 Chronicles 18:5,
Matthew 11:8 andin kings’ courts” Luke 7:25 i.e. they enjoy favored status with ticb and power-
ful, are ‘yes men’ in the majority, 1 Kings 22:6,Chronicles 18:5, are big talkers, 1 Kings 22:11, 2
Chronicles 18:10, are united in error, 1 Kings 2213, 2 Chronicles 18:11, 12, are cleverly pernseas
with “good words and fair speechesl Kings 22:13, 2 Chronicles 18:12, Romans 16:18 laatantly
aggressive towards Bible believers, 1 Kings 222&hronicles 18:23.

They are also full of the Devil, 1 Kings 22:21, 28, 2 Chronicles 18:20, 21, 22. Each and evegy on
of them is‘the messenger of Satan2 Chronicles 12:7.

Though he may not visit the corridors of power,e8aus Wolf is otherwise in suitable company with
Ahab’s four hundred, 1 Kings 22:6, 2 Chronicles518:

40.Was “the original Greek” lost after 1611? Will sewne please tell me where | can find the Textus Re-
ceptus version of the Bible, the one the KJV tetoss supposedly used? Will someone please tell me
where | can purchase all of the ten versions ofkl¥ so | can determine myself how many places God
was wrong in the first translation and needed taect himself?

““The original Greek™ has been preserved in the 1611 Holy Bible. @eestion 39 SeeQuestion 31
for the Received Text editions that the King Jannasslators used. It is up to Grievous Wolf to re-
search library copies of them if he so desires.rréhly available editions of the Received Textttha
may be purchased have been shown to contain defiee Se&uestion 31 SeeQuestion 35vith re-
spect to Frederick Scrivener’s listsThe Authorized Edition of the English Bible (161t$)Subsequent
Reprints and Modern RepresentativAppendices A, C with respect to differences betweditions of
the 1611 Holy Bible and Dr Grady’s comments abawchsdifferences that are worthy of mention. It is
not necessary to obtain multiple editions of th&11Bloly Bible. See agaiQuestion 35

Grievous Wolf's concluding comment und@uestion 40indicates that he should carefully consider
Galatians 6:7.

“Be not deceivedGod is not mockedfor whatsoever a man sowetkhat shall he also reap
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If he is saved, Grievous Wolf stands to reap thes®f‘wood, hay, stubble”l Corinthians 3:12, 13 at
“the judgment seat of ChristRomans 14:10, according to Proverbs 13:13. Wikl be thankful he
doesn't live in Old Testament times in that onlyg tMorks will burn up, not his person.

“Whoso _despiseth the word shall be destroyedt he that feareth the commandment shall be re-
warded”

Grievous Wolf also fails to appreciate that God edit His Book in just the same way that any human
author can. See Dr Ruckman’s comments inRbhekman Reference Bilgel1238 with respect to Mat-
thew 2:18, which is one of numerous New Testamantajions from the Old Testament that don’t pre-
cisely match their Old Testament counterparts.eNdgo Jeremiah 36:32.

“Then took Jeremiah another roll, and gave it to Bach the scribe, the son of Neriah; who wrote
therein from the mouth of Jeremiah all the words tiie book which Jehoiakim king of Judah had
burned in the fire and there were added besides unto them many Wkeds”

Did the great Protestant Reformation (1517-160¥etalace without “the word of God” since the KJV
was not in existence? Did Martin Luther need tli&/Ko get a revelation of grace salvation and that
the Papacy was in error on at least 95 doctrinainps?

SeeQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of PsaRkr6, 7 that Grievous Wolf still
doesn’t understand.

What copy or translations of “the Word of God,” dsBby the Reformers, was absolutely the infallible
and inerrant Word? [their main Bibles are well-knoand copies still exist but they are not the KJV].

SeeQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of PsaRkr6, 7 that Grievous Wolf still
doesn’t understand.

If the KJV is “God’s only infallible and preservebrd to the English-speaking people,” did the “Eng-
lish-speaking people” have “the word of God” at &l the other English versions before 1611?

SeeQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of PsaRkr6, 7 that Grievous Wolf still
doesn’t understand.

Dr Mrs Riplinger states that the Bible translatofshe English Reformatiofdescribed their vernacu-
lar translations as “scripture,” whose author waso&” She adds th&Martyr and Archbishop Tho-
mas Cranmer, wrote in his Prologue to the Greatl®ibat it was “given” by the “holy spirit” See
In Awe of Thy Worgp 757-759, 805, 846-847.

Cranmer (martyred), Tyndale (martyred), CoverdRlegers (martyred) and the other Bible translators
of the English Reformation, plus Wycliffe beforesth believed that they had in their hafidl scrip-
ture...given by inspiration of Godin English. In contrast to the apostates desdribeRomans 1:18,
like Grievous Wolf, they believed that they hel@ thuth inrighteousness This inspired English scrip-
ture reached its final purified stage with the HBIple of 1611, Psalm 12:6, 7, thereby superseding
both inspiration and authority the earlier Engligdrsions. See alsdazardous Materialspp 1165-
1167.

Were the English versions of Tyndale’s [1525], av€rdale’s [1535], or Matthew’s [1537], or the
Great [1539], or the Geneva [1560], absolutely iififde? Would God not inspire them to be errordre
as well as with the KJV or does God pick and chadsieh version he will preserve and “allow” the
others to have errors?

SeeQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of PsaRr6, 7 that Grievous Wolf still
doesn’'t understand. See additional remarks uQdestions 43

If neither the KJV nor any other one version websautely 100% without error, could a lost sinner
still find salvation and be “born again” by the “corruptible word of God” [Acts 2:38, 1 Peter 1:23]?
The answer is YES!

So why bother asking the question?
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It should first be noted that the 1611 Holy Bildegoerfect and without error, in spite of GrievousIi’¢
insinuation to the contrary. S€mriestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of PsaRro,
7 that Grievous Wolf still doesn’t understand alnel additional remarks und@uestions 43

Grievous Wolf has conflated two separate issuesiehathat of individual salvation and that ‘the
scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21. Individual salvation is a step aitti that can be taken by means of a
simple prayer, as illustrated by Peter in Matthew30.

“But when he saw the wind boisterous, he was afraghd beginning to sink, he cried, saying, Lard
save mée

Matthew 14:31 shows that the Lord did answer Petarhple prayer of faith. The same applies now
spiritually for anyone who asks for salvation byame of a simple prayer such“asrd, save me.”

A simple prayer of faith for salvation, though regton the faithfulness of God in keeping His prees
for its answer, John 1:12, 6:37, is neverthelepsraonal decision on the part of the individualiragk
for salvation. Such a prayer is notitself“all the counsel of God”Acts 20:27 and neither is“& book
written within and on the backside, sealed with sawseals’Revelation 5:1 that is in written fortall
the counsel of God

Grievous Wolf is clearly unable tdrovide things honest in the sight of all menRomans 12:17 in
order to know the difference.

On two further points, if Grievous Wolf is going gove quotations ostensibly from scripture, he $thou
at least do the reader the courtesy of gettinggti@ation correct. 1 Peter 1:23 actually sd3sing
born again, not of corruptible seedbut of incorruptible by the word of Godwhich liveth and abideth
for ever”

Grievous Wolf has no business conflating differghtases in 1 Peter 1:23, any more than he has con-
flating the separate issues of personal salvatjoméans of an individual’'s prayer and thatten re-
cord that is'the volume of the book'Psalm 40:7, Hebrews 10:7.

Moreover, Acts 2:38 is not an expression of indindsalvation as it applies nhow according to John
1:12. It is a specific exhortation uttered durthg early transitional period of the church to Jand
proselytes to receivihe gift of the Holy Ghost”by water baptism That is not how an individual re-
ceives the Holy Ghost today. Note Acts 8:37, whibbws that the individual believed on the Lord Je-
sus Christ for salvation and therefore receii@ gift of the Holy Ghost” beforehe was baptized.
That is the manner of salvation for every individsiace then until the Lord’s Return. See Beck-
man Reference Biblep 1432, 1446 and Dr Ruckman’s commentling Book of Actpp 115ff, 291ff
for ascriptural study on Acts 2:38, 8:37.

46.The translators of the KJV disagreed with the Grieekeveral places and so changed the wording, al-
legedly correcting the Greek inspired originalsidBhe Hebrew and Greek copies originally “breathed
out by God” have errors that the KJV translatorsulecbneed to correct or improve?

Which Greek did the King James translators disawidle? Grievous Wolf cites no references. The
aim of the question is simply that of his mentoGenesis 3:1Yea, hath God said...?”

Note remarks undepuestion 3lwith respect to Wolf's supposed errors in the 1Bibly Bible that he
fails to compare with readings in any identifialleeek and Hebrew sources. His question is thexefor
one of insinuation.

Dr Mrs Riplinger has extensive chapterdHazardous Materialsnamely Chapters 18, 19, in which she
lists the readings in published Greek texts sucthase of Stephanus and Beza that were available to
the King James translators. She cites many ointances where the King James translators departed
from these published Greek texts and, together Bith Heisey, seQuestion 31explainswhy those
departures were necessét she also makes clear that the King’s men wetedaparting from ““the
Originall Greeke™ in so doing

Far from departing froni‘the Originall Greeke,” the King James translators were actuadigtoring
it, in English with the help of the faithful vernacular Biblébe importance of which Grievous Wolf
has consistently underestimated or overlooked tirout his questions.
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Dr Mrs Riplinger notes, for example, on p 64 MHazardous Materialshat“God has preserved several
original readings in the Old Itala, which were rewadl by unbelieving Jews from the Hebrew Old Tes-
tament and by the apostate Greek Orthodox churam fihe Greek New TestamentThese deletions
include Acts 8:37 and 1 John 5:7, for which vemseQ@uestion 26 SeeHazardous Materialhapters
20, 27 for further examples of Greek and Hebrewptaning with their own manuscripts.

She states on pp 690-691Hdzardous Materialsvith respect to the work of the King’s men, her-em
phases:

“Theirs was not a brand new translation from Gresmkd Hebrew with no recourse to previdusr-
nacular]editions. In fact they were following the logicale given them by King James, that is, that
“the Bishops’ Bible [is] to be followed, and astl@ altered as the truth of the original will permii
Their prime authority was the Bishops’ Bible whidrried forth the words of the English Bible since
its genesis in Acts 2. The words of the 1611 EhdHible (KJB) had their origin in languages and
words which were given through the Holy Ghost’s gfiftongues in Acts 2. The precursors of the Eng-
lish language were the then extant languages ohiGoearly Anglo-Saxon, Celtic, and Latin. These
were included among “every nation under heaven”ahiiiheard them speak in their own language”...

“By following the already existing English Bibldsettranslators were, by proxy, accessing the regglin
which God had preserved since therfgin. God was attentive to preserve those readingdaly Bi-
bles; he has not been actively involved in creating preserving one-man critical Greek editions, in
tellectual exercise, which popped fqu the first time 1500 years after the originals... Consequently,
Holy Bibles, such as the KJB, contain time-pressiathonds, where the one-man modern Greek edi-
tions (A.D. 1500-2000) still have coal.”

See also Dr Mrs Riplinger’s statementgJuoestion 3%nd note her remarks on pp 734-73%akard-
ous Materialswith respect tdGod’s preservation of“the Originall Greeke™ by means of early ver-
nacular Holy Bibles, her emphases.

“Even Scrivener admits that versions make “knowrusothe contents of manuscripts of the original
older than any at present existing” (Scrivener, Béctures, p. 106). The KJB translators would agre
The recently discovered notes of the King Jameasskaéion committee by KJB translator John Bois
notes in two places (Romans 12:10 and James 2:B2jemhe KJIB translators said the Greek should
be interpreted “as if it had been written in Greahkother way’ There were originally Greek codices
that were correct in James 2:22, for example, babhynGreek codices are not (Ward Allen, Translating
For King James, Vanderbilt University Press, 1968, 43, 89, In Awe of Thy Word, p. 538, Berry’s In-
terlinear Greek-English, Baker Books, 1985, p. 5@&note for James 2:22). The Encyclopedia Bri-
tannica affirms, “The English of the New Testamactiually turned out to be superior to its Greek
original” because they accessed and confirmed theeRed Text in Holy Bibles in other languages.
The EB is of course referring to the edition of Textus Receptus in hand, not the originals (“Bibli
literature: The King James and subsequent versiptig’% citation is from the contemporary EB, all
other citations in this book are to the 1910-11tiedi.)

“Two hundred years later, in 1838, the Jews’ Sacfetlowed the KJB [translators’] method of access-
ing a pure vernacular Bible, when creating an editiof the Hebrew New Testament. They made
changes to the Greek, “following in most dubiousesathe reading of the English version” (see the
chapter “The Scriptures to All NationgHazardous Materialhapter 3Q]for many more such exam-
ples; John McClintock and James Strong, Cyclopeéliaiblical, Theological and Ecclesiastical Litera-
ture, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, vol. 4335.)"

Dr Mrs Riplinger has put the departures of the Kiagnes New Testament frdte one-man modern
Greek editions (A.D. 1500-2000dhat Wolf calls‘the Greek” in correct perspective. They are the only
Greek sources to which Grievous Wolf can realifliicallude, though he does not specify any. It ap-
pears therefore from the nature(iestion 46like that all his earlier questions concernirge‘Greek,’
that Grievous Wolf continues to be wilfully ignotad Corinthians 14:38. Sedguestions 46, 7, 12,
13,15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38.
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Noting Grievous Wolf's fixation with ‘the Greek,es Questions 511, 15, 17, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, 30,
31, 32, 38, 39, 40, 46, Dr Mrs Riplinger's summary fronn Awe of Thy Worg 956 bears careful re-
flection.

“Authority must remain with the Bible in use, natiwthe critical edition of one man or one eccletia
cal tradition. Scrivener’gbased on Beza’'s 1598 Editioahd Berry’s[based on Stephanus’ 1550 Edi-
tion] printed editions are not ‘authoritative’ or to begarded as ‘the Original Greek’ “in microscopic
points of detail,” where they differ from the maaagt tradition or the King James Bible and other
great vernacular Bibles (Cambridge History of thelB, vol. 2, p 499)...These particular editions were
never read and used by the masses of Greek-speaken@hristians.

“It must be remembered that even the 5200 exidtangdwritten Greek manuscripts were the product of
the Greek Orthodox Church Its membership has never been made up of tlievbes. The scriptures
have been entrusted to the priesthood of true W&l just as they were entrusted to the Hebreestsi

in the Old Testament. Unbelievers, Greek speatirggherwise, cannot discern spiritual things...

“The desire to appear intelligent or superior byfeging to ‘the Greek’ and downplaying the common
man’s Bible, exposes a naivety concerning textisabty and those documents which today’s pseudo-
intellectuals call ‘the critical text,” ‘the origial Greek,” the ‘Majority Text,” or the ‘Textus Retes.’
There existed a true original Greek (i.e. Majoritgxt, Textus Receptus). It is not in print andenev
will be, because it is unnecessary. No one ompldaeet speaks first century Koine Greek, so Gdihis
ished with it. He needs no ‘Dead Bible Societytrémslate it into “everyday English,” using thersa
corrupt secularised lexicons used by the TNIV, \NXSB and HCSBHolman Christian Standard Bi-
ble]. God has not called readers to check his HolyldBibr errors. He has called his Holy Bible to
check us for errors.

“What Would Jesus Do?
M Inspire a Biblepeople carread?
O Inspire conflicting Greek editions which few caad@

O Inspire unsaved liberals to write conflicting Grelekicons to translate conflicting one-man Greek
editions?

O Inspire originals then lose themTauthor’'s emphasis)

Those are salutary remarks for all serious studeinte bible translation issue. What Grievous ol
would make of them, though, is anybody’s guess.

47.Which reading is the verbally (word-for-word) insgd word of God to be the inerrant scripture —
“whom ye” [Cambridge KJV’s] or, “whom he” [Oxford BV’s] at Jeremiah 34:167

Jeremiah 34:16 is a verse that arch-Bible critmelaWhite put forward as one of seven ‘errorshia t
1611 Holy Bible and which Dr Ruckman answered iocgssive issues of the Bible Believers Bulletin.
SeeBible Believers BulletinSeptember 1995-March 1996. The September andrlear 1995 issues
carried the details of Dr Ruckman’s response tot&#hchallenge.

The following explanation is from thEme for Truthsite, with respect to James White's contempt for
the 1611 Holy Bible that matches that of his fellblind guide, Grievous Wolf. It is entitlethmes
White’s 7 “Errors”

Seewww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents@B3¥419.pdf

Dr Ruckman has some explanatory comments aboutisre34:16. See below. They are sufficient
for a bible believer - though not for James Whikée insists that because the different readingstife
found in different editions of the AV1611The person who does not make the KJV the absalute
thority...has an easy answer; look at the Hebrew @nd find out...[and] the Hebrew is plural
here...the correct translation is the plural “you,’el “ye,” which is, in fact, the reading found ihe
AV 1611.”

But only becaus&he Hebrew is plural here’fi.e. White insists that onl§the Hebrew” is trustworthy,
not the 1611 Holy Bible as such, because two diffeeditions have different readings]. Accordiag t
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White “if we make the KJV the starting point (and thsseixactly what radical KJV Onlyism does) there
is simply no way of determining the correct texiefemiah 34:16.” He declares [in his bodkhe King
James Only Controversy 81] the readinghe” to be the error of‘a later English stylist
[that]...somehow got past the final editing procesd ato print” but expresses his dismay on discov-
ering that the NKJV also sayke” in Jeremiah 34:16. However, after consultatiothvidr James
Price of the NKJV committee, White [ifhe King James Only Controverpy89] assures his readers
that“Future editions of the NKJV will change the promooack to “you.”

Dr Ruckman responds as follows, his emphasis.

“White is worried about the fact that the Cambridged Oxford editions of the AV don’t match word
for word...[White] even consulted Dr James Price ffoe NKJV committee...) to get back to the “origi-
nal text”...They both agreed the text should say “yestead of “he™...

“Both apostates (Price and White) insisted that pheral “ye” should be maintained because “he,” be-
ing singular, was false. Whereupon they changéybé..to “you.” But “you” in [modern] English,

is not plural necessarily...[Greek and Hebrew] bo#vé a plural form of “you” [but] Modern English
does not preserve this distinction...

“BOTH variants in the AV (Jer. 34:16) were corrggammatically, if one deals with the English text o
the Hebrew text. They (“ye” in the Cambridge) wbeng addressed as a group (plural, Jer. 34:13; as
in Deut. 29), but the address was aimed at ind&iduen (*he” in the Oxford edition), within the
group. Either word would have been absolutely eorraccording to that great critic of critics, the
word of God (Heb. 4:12-13)...

“No “editor” let anything slip by. White and Pricéhink they are careful “editors.” The translators
chose two different ways of saying the same ttang, both of them accorded with the context of the
verse, and both of them told the TRUTH. But bexdiusy weren't identical (Cambridge “ye,” Oxford
“he”) the old self-righteous, practical atheistsne Alexandrian has any higher authority than hignep
ions or the opinions of his friends — claimed “arfd

And once again, White’s claim is shown to be falé&crivener’'s Appendix C notes that the 1611 read-
ing in Jeremiah 34:16 fye” and that the readintpe” entered the 1629, 1638 editions. God has evi-
dently allowed both readings to remain to the preday, as Dr Ruckman explains above.)

“He taketh the wise in their own craftiness: and ¢hcounsel of the froward is carried headlongob
5:13.

The above write-up on Jeremiah 34:16 contains éunthaterial with respect to James White’s attempt
to exalt his own opinion over the 1611 Holy BibRrpverbs 26:12. That material follows and provides
the answer Grievous Wolf®uestion 49

White refers to Dr Scrivener’s collation of changeshe various editions of the AV1611 but he fads
mention the dates of the changes. Perhaps thigedause, like the above examples [i.eJames
White’s 7 “Errors” ], they were among the 72% of all textual variathist were finalised under the
ministry of Drs Bois and Ward by 1638. Such aryedate for the resolution of almost three-quarters
of all such variants — and [according to Dr Willidn Grady inFinal Authorityp 170]“Scrivener al-
ludes to less than two hundred as noteworthy oftior@h— effectively cripples White’s insistence [in
The King James Only Controvergy79] that‘these changes...represent a sticky problem for #uk-r
cal proponent of KJV Onlyism...when the KJV is maeeatbsolute standard...once a person has in-
vested the English translation with inspiratioreits’

Dr Grady [inFinal Authoritypp 227-228] also refutes White’s half-truifhe King James Only Contro-
versyp 78] that‘Editions with changes in the text came out as sasri612, [others] in 1613...1616,
1629, and 1638"and his allusion to William Kilburne’s claim in 8 that“20,000 errors had crept
into six different editions [of the AV1611] in thé50s.” Dr Grady states.

“When all else fails, detractors of the King Janible will invariably ask their despised opponents,
“WHICH Authorised Version do you believe, the 161613, 1767 or perhaps the 1850?” And while
their bewildered victims are pondering this trowddene innuendo (analogous to such nonsense as
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“Have you quit beating your wife lately?”), theyesubjected to an array of staggering statistiCst-
ing the Evangelical scholar Jack Lewaso cited by White]Keylock quotes him as stating:

“Few people realise, for example, that thousandstextual errors have been found in the KJV. As
early as 1659 William Kilburne found 20,000 erramssix KJV editions.”

“Reckless statements such as Lewis’ are incredibbteading as the extent of these so-called “efrors
are never explained to be primarily lithographiq@irinting) and orthographical (spelling) in nature.
In 1611, the art of printing was an occupation loé utmost drudgery. With every character being set
by hand, a multitude of typographical errors wadv&expected...

“In addition to printing flaws, there was a contialuichange in spelling for which to care. Lewis dimt
inform his readers that there was no such thingraper spelling in the seventeenth century...

“A significant portion of these twenty thousand Xteal errors” were in reality nothing more than
changing “darke” to “dark” or “rann” to “ran.” Who but a Nicolataine priesflike James White]
would categorize as serious revisions the normi&dvieup corrections of mistakes at the press?

“It is impossible to overstate the duplicity of sugritics who would weaken the faith of some whirt
preposterous reports of tens of thousands of enmithe Authorised Version...In his Appendix AtLis
of wrong readings of the Bible of 1611 amendediarleditions) of his informative work, The Author-
ised Edition of the English Bible (1611), Its Sujasnt Reprints and Modern Representatives, Scriv-
ener catalogued but a fraction of the inflated fegiof modern scholarship.

“Excluding marginal alterations and Apocrypha ciig, this author has personally reviewed pages
147-194 and counted LESS THAN 800 CORRECTIONS.eveardthis figure is misleading when you
consider that many of the instances were repestiounature. (Six such changes involved the cor-
rected spelling of “Nathanael” from the 1611’s “Na&ineel” in John 1:45-49 and 21:2).

“Whereas Geisler and Nix cited Goodspeed’s denognoi Dr. Blayney’s 1769 Oxford edition for de-
viating from the Authorised Version in “at least,0d80 details,” Scrivener alludes to less than twmh
dred as noteworthy of mention.”

The “sticky problem” exists only in the convoluted thought processedanfies White and his fellow
travellers [like Grievous Wolf]. Clearly God workevith faithful, bible-believing editors such assDr
Bois and Ward to refine his Book just as He hadreomed the scholarly King’'s men to translate it in
the first place. God was the Principal Editor adlwas the Principal Author of the 1611 Authorised
Holy Bible and, as indicated earlier, the Book’smot@stimony of itself, which White denies, is titat
“all scripture...given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16a.

See agairQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of Psalr6, 7 that Grievous Wolf
still doesn’t understand. See additional remardenQuestions 43

48.Which reading is the verbally (word-for-word) insgd word of God to be the inerrant scripture —
“sin” [Cambridge KJV's] or “sins” [Oxford KJV’s] at 2 Chronicles 33:19?

Both are correct. See 2 Kings 21:17, 24:3.

“Now the rest of the acts of Manasseh, and all tha did, and_his sin that he sinnedre they not
written in the book of the chronicles of the kingg Judah?”

“Surely at the commandment of the LORD came thisampJudah, to remove them out of his sight,
for the sins of Manassehaccording to all that he did;”

Grievous Wolf is gnat-straining, Matthew 23:24 hashas done before. S@eestions 1(023.

49.Since the ten revisions of the KJV from 1613-188&@ar(in addition to changes in punctuation, capi-
talization, and spelling) many hundreds of changesvords, word order, possessives, singulars for
plurals, articles, pronouns, conjunctions, prepiasis, entire phrases, and the addition and deletibn
words — would you say the KJV was “verbally insgicg God and inerrant in all ten versions” in 1611,
1629, 1638, 1644, 1664, 1701, 1744, 1762, 17693607
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See the extensive remarks un@erestion 47and note that Grievous Wolf can identify ohlyo of the
additional“‘many hundreds of changedd which he alludes, i.e. Questions 4,/48, and cannot point
the reader tany documented source where they may be found.

Grievous Wolf is clearly seeking to raise doubtsulihe validity of the 1611 Holy Bible, like hisem-
tor has always sought to do. Sgeestion 31

“Yea, hath God said...?Genesis 3:1.

See agaiQuestions 2830, with respect to the purification process of Psair6, 7 that Grievous Wolf
still doesn’t understand. See additional remaridenQuestions 43

Some further material in answer@uestion 49may be inserted as follows, from this writer'spesse

to the attack by Dr Donald Waite of The Dean Bur§atiety against Dr Mrs Riplinger akthzardous
Materialsin his bookA WARNING!! This material has been inserted to show thateBiglievers have
researched the issues that Grievous Wolf rais€uestion 49 He has clearly not researched those is-
sues himself, according to the exhortation in RarE2117 td'Provide things honest in the sight of all
men” SeeQuestion 14

Seewww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/james-white-divtetro-and-dawaite.php

Historian Alexander McClure [ifranslators Revivegp 223-224] Dr RuckmarDifferences in the
King James Version Editiorend Dr Grady report on the work of the Americabl8iSociety in com-
paring various editions of the AV1611. The sociplished the results of this work in 1852.

Alexander McClure states, his emphases thatery able Committee of the American Bible Sggiet
spent some three years in a diligent and laboricursparison of recent copies of the best editioinef
American Bible Society, and of the four leadingtiBni editions, namely, those of London, Oxford,
Cambridge, and Edinburgh, and also of the origiedltion of 1611. The number of variations in the
text and punctuation of these six copies was faarfdll but little short of twenty-four thousané vast
amount! Quite enough to frighten us, till we re¢heé Committee’s assurance, that “of all this great
number there is not one which mars the integrity of thexteor affects any doctrine or precept of the
Bible.””

(It should be noted that Professor David Nortoaughor of probably the definitive contemporary re-
view of differences between the AV1611 editionsitestt A Textual History of the King James Bible
and editor ofThe New Cambridge Paragraph Bibdeth the Apocrypha, NCRBwvhich consists of the
King James Text as edited by Dr Scrivener for thgirmal Cambridge Paragraph Bibleiith some fur-
ther amendments by Professor Norton. ProfessaioNalismisses the conclusions of the American Bi-
ble Society aSnonsense”and denigrates the text of the current 1611 Endgfisly Bible, i.e. Professor
Blayney’'s 1769 Text, as found in tlkambridge Wide Margin Cameo Editiamd theCambridge Con-
cord Editionas“fossilised” and“mutated,” in urgent need of much improvement with respedptell-
ing, punctuation and presentation. Pe&extual Historypp 120, 125-126. However, apart from the
kind of differences mentioned by the society, Pset& Norton does not provide any examples of seri-
ous variation between the various AV1611 editidrad tvould mar the integrity of the AV1611 Text, so
Bible believers are urged to remain faithful to therent copies of the AV1611 that they already-pos
sess. Scrivener’s origin@lambridge Paragraph Bibldid not receive wide circulation compared with
extant AV1611s and in this writer's view, neithelllvany successor to it. Professor Norton’s NCPB
was published several years ago and does not sesmiehave begun to displace either @anbridge
Wide Margin Cameo Editioor theCambridge Concord EditionGod seems to be ignoring Professor
Norton’s efforts in that respect. For a more dethianalysis of Professor Norton's efforts, see
www.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/2333 14.pd)

Dr Ruckman and Dr Grady cite the conclusions ofSbeiety:“The English Bible as left by the transla-
tors has come down to us unaltered in respectsofeitt...With the exception of typographical errors
and changes required by the progress of orthographtyhe English language, the text of our present
Bibles remains unchanged, and without variatiomfrthe original copy as left by the translators.eTh
present copies of the Bible accord throughout whthedition of 1611.”
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Clearly the three-year collation of AV1611 editiaz@sried out by members of the American Bible So-
ciety decisively refutes Dr Waite’s protestatiob®at“all of the hundreds of changes that have been
made in the King James Bible from 1611 to the prigse

A few samples of the more noticeable changes betwee 1611 AV1611 and the current Cambridge
Cameo AV1611 have been listed below. These aeets@hs from a list of 30 verses forwarded to this
author some years ago by an arch-Bible critic (mmeeased) as indicating serious changes between
AV1611 editions. The full list is; Leviticus 26:4@ Samuel 16:8, Psalm 18:47, 42:9, Jeremiah 19:11,
Ezekiel 24:7, 46:23, Matthew 12:23, 13:45, 16:16.38, 75, Mark 2:4, 5:6, 10:18, Luke 1:3, 19:9,
22:40, John 5:18, 15:20, Acts 4:27, 6:3, Roman23,1t Corinthians 4:9, 12:28, 2 Corinthians 12:2, 1
Timothy 1:4, 4:16, 1 Peter 1:22, 1 John 5:12, 3Be®in all.

The list has been addressed in this author’s eaviek [‘O Biblios” — The Bookpp 225ff], although
comments on 1 Corinthians 4:9 should be amendsti@sn below. This writer extends his apologies
for any confusion arising from the earlier work hvrespect to this verse. The sample changes follow
with this writer's comments from the earlier workitalics, with some amendments and supplemented
by dates of the changes that Dr ScrivenerTle Authorized Edition of the English Bible (161Ap-
pendices A, C] noted. See pp 181ff of the uploddedwww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

Ezekiel 24:7
1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611

“she powred it upon the ground to couer'she poured it not upon the ground, to
it with dust” cover it with dust”

“Not” is in the Masoretic Hebrew text, which would suggest that the omission inlEl reading is a
typographical error. This is apparent not onlythe first part of verse 7she set it upon the top of a
rock” but also in verse 8, which reatlshave set her blood upon the top of a rock, thiatshould not

be covered.” *The underlying texts are not the final authontith respect tdall scripture” that*is
given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16. The 1611 Holy Bible is the firalthority. See Dr Mrs
Riplinger’'s remarks about ‘the Greek etc.” un@rrestion 46 The sense of the source text and that of
the translation should match, however, which makesl611 omission d¢hot” a typo that needed cor-
rection and which was corrected. $@gestion 35

Dr Scrivener notes that this particular typo wagexied in 1613.
Ezekiel 46:23

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611

“there was a new building round about” “there was a row of building round about”

The context in BOTH Editions indicates that eacinepof the court was surrounded by buildings. Of
course they were NEW (1611 reading), the whole leemps NEW - it hasn’t even been built yet. If the
buildings weréround about” a corner, they would have to be in a ROW. Bo#dirggs are correct.

Dr Scrivener notes that the current amendment diaiers1638.
Matthew 12:23

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“Is this the sonne of David?” “Is not this the son of David?”

“Meti”, which is “not” in an exclamatory sense as “What(?)”, is found ier§’s TR but is untrans-
lated, yielding almost the same reading as the 1Biklle. The people’s amazement in the context
shows that BOTH readings have the same senseuglthiie [current] reading is stronger because it
includes the exclamatory term.

The change dates from 1638.
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1 Corinthians 4:9

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“approved to death” “appointed to death”

No change in meaning has occurred especially insaféo be'appointed” an individual has to b&ap-
proved’

The change dates from 1616.
1 Corinthians 12:28

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“helpes in gouernmets” “helps, governments”

A literal rendering of Berry’s TR appears to supptire [current] reading, so the change could be ty-
pographical.

However, BOTH Editions show th@overnments”was a separate gift, Romans 12:8 and tlineip-
ers” did help those with responsibility for churtdovernment”, such as Paul. See Romans 16:2, 3, 6,
2 Corinthians 11:28, 1 Timothy 3:5. Therefore,lbmgadings would be correct.

The [current] reading simply indicates th&telps” had a wider ministry than helping only in church
government and reinforces Romans 12:8. Most sagmifly, the variation does NOT involve error, in
EITHER Edition.

The change dates from 1629.
1 John 5:12

The [contemporary] Edition add®f God” to the second reading &the Son.” Obviously, this does
NOT alter the meaning of the verse in ANY way. €aui or “of God” is found in Berry’s TR and so
the additiorf is clearly typographical.

*The words“of God” are not an unwarranted textual addition. Theyehswpport from the Received
Text.

Dr Scrivener notes that the addition“of God” dates from 1629 and was retained in 1638 but ethitt
from some subsequent editions until it was firmdyablished in 1658.

The above 6 examples are typical of those aboutiwBible rejecters like Grievous Wolf (and Profes-
sor Norton) seek ttoverthrow the faith of some™ Timothy 2:18.

In sum, the quantity, nature and dates of changesden editions of the AV1611 confirm the conclu-
sion of the American Bible Society in 1852 th#tere is not one which mars the integrity of thexte

or affects any doctrine or precept of the Bildle Apart from actual typos, the early AV1611 edigon
differed only from the contemporary ones in thaytmeeded some refinement that did not amount to
changes in meaningNo AV1611 edition could therefore be described asegiimperfect or notall
scripture” that “is given by inspiration of God Grievous Wolf is gnat-straining again, Matthew
23:24. Sed&uestions 1023, 48.

50.Would you contend that God waited until a king ndrifitames” sat on the throne of England before
perfectly preserving His Word in English, and woyttl think well of an “Epistle Dedicatory” that
praises this king as “most dread Sovereign...Youajdgty’s Royal Person...” — If the historical FACT
was revealed to you that King James was a pragibiomosexual all of his life? [documentation — An-
tonia Fraser - “King James VI of Scotland, | of Eagd” Knopf Publ./1975/pgs. 36-37, 123 || Caroline
Bingham - “The Making of a King” Doubleday Publ.A®pgs. 128-129, 197-198 || Otto J. Scott -
“James I” Mason-Charter Publ./1976/pgs. 108, 11201194, 200, 224, 311, 353, 382 || David H. Wil-
son - “King James VI & I” Oxford Publ./1956/pgs. 389-101, 336-337, 383-386, 395 || plus several
encyclopedias]. Did God inspire a homosexual te@gis the only inspired Word of God for the English
people? Can homosexuals take credit for the KJV?
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In answer to Grievous Wolf’s first question, he gldoat least have the integrity to state the bfmsis
that question. The basis is frofie History of the New Testament Church VobylDr. Peter S.
Ruckman, Bible Baptist Bookstore, 1982, p 374,@asd in this writer’s earlier workO Biblios” —
The BookSection 4.1, p 25. See p 16 of the uploadegvitlew.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

See alsavww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/¥&IB65.pdf

“To fulfil Acts 1:8 [for the Lord’s witnesses to go tthe uttermost part of the earth]’.All the Lord
needed was a Bible in line with what He had alreadligten and preserved; since He had already de-
creed (in 1000 BC) that there had to be presene“Word of a King” Ecclesiastes 8:4 before there
could be any spiritual “power” in that word (Romaris8:1-4), and since His king was a JEW (John
18:34)...God needed a king with a Jewish name; bteoge...this time it was JAMES. James is the
English word for JACOB’

Grievous Wolf obviously doesn’t know church histanyhe is unconcerned about the need to fulfil the
Great Commission as expressed in Matthew 28:18v20k 16:15, Luke 24:45-49, John 20:21, Acts
1:8. Inspection of the above site under the hep@iane into all the worldwill show that God set
about fulfilling the Great Commission as Dr Rucknd@scribes above and as he sets out in consider-
able detail in his two-volume workhe History of the New Testament Church

Grievous Wolf clearly cannot refute any of Dr Ruaais material in the above work, which is proba-
bly why he is too cowardly to cite any of it exjuig.

Concerning the person of King JaméSs Grievous Wolf is lying again. Seuestions 1015, 16, 25,

26, 37. It should be noted that while Grievous Wolfdisertain historians who have written books on
King James %, he does not cite anything that they say abouedath He has only given page refer-
ences and publishers’ details in order to portiaysklf as a researcher.

Like Amnon’s friend Jonadab, Grievous would be ag#aous friend to have around.

“But Amnon had a friend whose name was Jonadakthe son of Shimeah David's brother: and
Jonadab was a very subtil mar?2 Samuel 13:3.

Yet again, Grievous Wolf has resorted to insinuati&ed ntroduction, Questions 1216, 28, 31, 45,
46. The historical material on Jame3 fbllows, starting with this material from this wei’s earlier
work “O Biblios” — The Book Section 12.3, pp 270-272.

See pp 211ff of the uploaded fileww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

Most of the material on James in Chapter 4“{@fBiblios” ] was stated specifically to consist of ex-
tracts from a Christian Newslett@attle CrySept./Oct. 1985. A copy of the item could haverbfor-
warded to our critic upon request. Although ththay Baptist Pastor David Ralston, does not explic
itly reference every quotation about James whicluges in his article, he does list his sourceseyTh
include the well-known works by Caroline Binghamilli&m McElwee and Lady Antonia Fraser.

Any objective examination of these extracts wouwddeal that their main purpose was not to present
James himself in any hue whatsoever. The purp@setavhighlight the outstanding achievements of
James’ reign, culminating in the publication of #ethorised Version. Whatever his shortcomings,
James was a saved man whom God had endowed wathvgselom, great courage and Royal authority,
essential qualifications for beirithe principal Mover and Author of the workdf making“God’s holy
Truth to be yet more and more known unto the péople

Ralston makes it clear that much of the criticisrdames stems from two main sources. One‘Was
Fontenay, an agent for Mary Stuart who plotted James’ throne” and who “fostered much of the
slanderous assault against the king.The other was Anthony Weldofwho successfully blackened
King James through the pen portrait he first putdid in 1650...Antonia Fraser writes, “In fairness t
James, (Weldon) should never be quoted withouintipertant rider that he had been excluded from
Court circles and had in consequence, a patholddgmedred of the Stuarts. Weldon has had his re-
venge for the slight injuries done to him.”
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Note again that although Grievous Wolf lists Ladyténia Fraser as one of his sources, coward that he
is, he fails to state anything that she actuallg ahout James™ Her comments as cited by David Ral-
ston above clearly reveal Wolf's deceit and instrmraabout James®1 Note additional statements
about King James 1st, which may be found here fipp 3

Seewww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/7&BD35.pdf

Ralston has this conclusion about the real reasotih& manifold criticisms levelled against Kingnks
1%, Note how Ralston’s conclusion is supported leyJesuit statement Fthe Secret Planited above.

“King James was regarded by those of his own timéTde British Solomon.” He wanted the Holy
Word of God to be in the hands of people, not awito pulpits or hoarded in the cellars to be read
only by Greek scholars...

“Do the critics of the Holy Word of God believe yhean discredit the preserved authoritative scrip-
tures by destroying the reputation of the man wilpdd bring it to the people? | am of the conuiati
that this indeed is the real cause of the slandgirest James.”

So is this writer, especially when the identitytloé most implacable enemies of both James andithe B
ble associated with his name is unmasked.

This sitewww.jesus-is-lord.com/kinginde.htimas a considerable amount of detailed informadioout
King James 1 It includes theBasilicon Doron, the Kingly Gifthat James wrote in 1598 to his son
Prince Henry, to instruct him in the manners, neeald ways of kingship.

James wrote as follows on the scriptures and oty diothg.

“But when ye read the Scripture, read it with a stfired & chast eare: admire reverently such obscur
places as yee understand not, blaming onlie youreoincapacitie; read with delite the playne places;
and studie carefullie to understand those that smenewhate difficile: preasse to be a good textuare
[student] for the Scripture is ever the best interpreteit selfe...

“Since al that is necessarie for salvation is comted in the Scripture: for in anything that is exgly
commanded or prohibited in the booke of God, yencthe over precise even in the least thing, count-
ing every sin (not according to the light estimatemd common use of it in the world) but as thekboo
of God counteth of it:”

Any young person could benefit from reading theilBas Doron, including another young prince
named Henry and all his friends and family.

Concerning James™s implacable enemies and those of the Book foressociated with his name,
with whom Grievous is in suitable company, noteftil®wing.

Observe how much the Jesuits hated the 1611 Hdle Balong with the king who approved its transla-
tion.

This is fromThe Secret Plgncompiled in the Jesuit College near Turin in Nert Italy in 1825. The
plan was written up by Fr. Leone, SJ, translateti@blished in 1848 by Augusta Cooke. This is what
the Jesuits had to say about the Authorized Kinge3aBible of 1611.

“Then the Bible, that serpent which with head er@uotl eyes flashing threatens us with its venomewhil
it trails along the ground, shall be changed intoocal as soon as we are able to seiZd&31, Revised
Version, Westcott and Hort, Cambridge Universitg§81, ‘Originals-onlyism,” Hodge and Warfield,
Princeton Theological Seminar{Traitors, heady, highminded”’2 Timothy 3:4]..for three centuries
past this cruel asp has left us no repose. Yol kmelw with what folds it entwines us and with what
fangs it gnaws us.”

The Jesuit collusion in the Gunpowder Plot is doented inJesuit Plots from Elizabethan to Modern
[1930s]Timesby Albert Close, The Protestant Truth Societyw.protestant-truth.org/bookshop/

The venom directed by the likes of Grievous WolKatg James % and the Book with which he is for-
ever associated is therefore not surprising.

See also:
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www.wildernesspublications.org/contents/en-uk/dfilh

Did The Catholic Church Give Us The Bible® David W. Daniels, p 111,
The Holy Bible Versus the Unholy Church, Revelatiéri-5by Alan O’Reilly, message on CD,

In Awe of Thy Wortby Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger, A. V. Publications, Corgvww.avpublications.conmpp
553, 571ff,

King James And His Translatoby Dr Mrs Gail Riplinger, A. V. Publications, Corp
www.avpublications.com

The definitive work about King Jameg&, 1s King James Unjustly Accusetiy Stephen A. Coston Snr.,
Konigswort, 7245 3% Avenue North, St. Petersburg, Florida 33710-1315.

Stephen Coston’s work decisively shows Grievousf\iobe the craven liar that he is, as the follayvin
material proves. Grievous Wolf refers to histosi@uaroline Bingham, Otto J. Scott and David H. Wil-
son. Stephen Coston, p 230, quotes from Carolingidm’s booklhe Making of a King 132, where
the author wrote that a certain John Hacket staatethear campaign against Jam&shht Bingham
dismisses as mere court gossip. Coston reveal$itizket was a Puritan adversary of Jantes/tio,
according to Bingham, could only circulate hintaiagt James that could never be substantiated.

Coston gives an overview of the book by Otto J.tSsatitledJames | the Fool as Kingrievous Wolf
neglected to give the book’s full title) in his Agmpdix on the libelling of James'1pp 343ff. Coston
lists six reasons why Scott’s accusations agaiasted ' consist merely of unsubstantiated rumours
and concludes that Scott drew heavily on the booPavid H. Wilson,King James Vandl, who in

turn based his narrative on thmalicious words” 3 John 10 of James’s adversaries, the disaffected
courtiers Anthony Weldon, see above, and Franclso®®, both of whom hated Scots generally and
Scotsman James Stuart in particular. Scott’s b@okton notes, contains in its bibliography marsy hi
torical works that are supportive of Jamé&sbiit which Scott did not use, such that, accordingos-

ton, the NationaCatholic Reporter, this writer's emphasis, gave its apprav&cott’s book.

The Catholics tried to assassinate Janitsderson in 1605, genuine “historical FACT that Griev-
ous Wolf fails to mention. Sd&id The Catholic Church Give Us The Bibl€hapter Seven. Four cen-
turies later, they are more than ready to helpssssate his character. Romesamper eadenralways
the same.

Coston alludes on pp 178, 322, 323, 350, 351, 35fisdbook to misleading statements that David H.
Wilson makes about Jame¥ 4nd the antagonistic portrayal of him that Wilsgimes. Coston then
cites theResearch Guide to European Historical Biographgl I, pp 1001-1002, 1004, which con-
cludes that Wilson’s verdict on Jame$ dould well have been influenced by his intensdikgisfor
James and that his work will therefore most likeé/ superseded. Coston also refers to another work,
The Royal Houséy Eric Linklater, who shows that Weldon, Wilsordad in turn Osborne’s main
source of information (or disinformation), is effisely useless as an authority on Janiés 1

Stephen Coston reveals the spiteful nature of Welttd Osborne in Chapter 8 of his book where he
shows that, like those of John Hacket, see abbedr, accusations against Jam&gHat Grievous Wolf
touts as'the historical FACT” were never explicit and never substantiated brargpfrom hints, innu-
endo and insinuation only.

The historical accusations against James bear@nuag similarity to many of Grievous Wolf's accusa-
tions againstthe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21, the Book forever associated withgkimmes 3

The accusers appear to have the same mentor, lmbbén Revelation 12:10 &the accuser of our
brethren” Like him, they too will doubtless Kfeast down”

Dr Mrs Riplinger gives a true portrayal of King Jasnf' in her bookking James And His Translators
from In Awe of Thy Worgp 581-582, her emphases.

“The King’'s enemies spun wicked “cunningly devisaoles” about him. Harvard University Press’s
Jacobean Pagent (1963) calls thesslahdersspread by defeated rivals...” Benjamin Disraedids
such authors, “filled their works withibel and Invective, instead of History...This is th@estwhich
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passes for history with some readers.” “Historiacen and should ignore the venomous caricature of
the king’s person and behaviour,” notes Maurice Laethor of Great Britain’s Solomon: James VI.
Author Stephen A. Coston cites a persona lettéitself from Roger Magnuson, author and trial law-
yer, graduate of Stanford University, Oxford Unsigy and Harvard Law School. Magnuson wrote, “I
find no evidence” to prove the unkind accusatioaelled at King James (Coston, pp 225, 234, 215,
324, 329, 258 n. 1). William Sanderson said,

“The King knew no better means to suppress the&litref false rumors than by his own pious practice
in religion, by outward frequency in the exerciséprayerandpreaching duly performing and execut-
ing his justice andnercy, with such wisdom, and piety, as made his virthessby more transparent to
the common view and sense of all men” (Coston9p).2

“The KJV translators said of King James, “[H]e knemho had chosen him to be a Soldier, or rather a
Captain, and being assured that the course whicimtemded made for the glory of God, and the build-
ing up of his Church, he would not suffer it tobveken off for whatsoever speeches...” (Holy Bible,
1611, The Translators to the Reader, London: RoBarker).”

Grievous Wolf's calumny against Jame5ig worse than the subversive attitude of Mohamméida
hadists who desecrate this country’s war memoresause Grievous Wolf purports to be saved.

Seewww.jihadwatch.org/2010/04/uk-vandalism-of-war-meambwith-islam-will-dominate-the-world-
deemed-not-religiously-motivated.html

51.Would you contend that the KJV translator, Richdttbmson, who worked on Genesis-Kings in the
Westminster group, was “led by God in translatingyen though he was an alcoholic that “drank his
fill daily” throughout the work? [Gustavus S. Paine“The Men Behind the KJV” Baker Book
House/1979/pgs. 40, 69]

This writer would contend that Grievous Wolf islarslerer of the first order. That Richard Thomson
“drank his fill daily” does not make him an alcoholic in the acceptedemmosgense of compulsive and
uncontrolled drinking. Sesww.netdoctor.co.uk/health_advice/facts/alcoholtsm.

It is Grievous Wolf's responsibility to prove otheése.

Grievous Wolf refers to p 40 afthe Men Behind the KJVHe didn’t quote it because it would have
shown him up for the slanderer that he is. Thevaait paragraph on p 40 reads as follows.

“[Thomson] was...called a “great propagator of Armanism,” the anti-Calvinist way of thought de-
veloped in Holland.

“[William] Prynne said that [Thomson] was “a debabed drunken English Dutchman who seldom
went to bed one night sober.” Yet Richard Montagalted him “a most admirable philologglin-
guist]. Few divines were averse to drinking, and fewllytabstained from it. “Dutch” Thomson is the
only one of the learned men to whom any referredrasken. But if he had what others may have
thought too much by night, he arose in the morniity his head clear enough to go forward compe-
tently with the day’s work.”

William Prynne was an extreme Calvinist who, betwé®e ages of 27 and 30, published three books
“attacking Arminianism and its teachers. In theeface to one of them he appealed to parliament to
suppress anything written against Calvinist doaramd to force the clergy to subscribe to the aoncl
sion of the Synod of Dort.”

Seeen.wikipedia.org/wiki/William Prynne

Prynne’s rigid Calvinism no doubt influenced hiseotive against the Arminian Richard Thomson and
Prynne cannot therefore be perceived as a wholgctise commentator with respect to Thomson.

However, Paine’s statement, on the page of his toakhich Wolf refers, indicates the opposite of
Wolf's insinuation. Thomson, says, Paine, was dblearry out his translation work competently.
Again, it is up to Grievous Wolf to show otherwise.
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Richard Thomson and his drinking is, of coursey@means to an end for Wolf, by which he aims to
discredit the 1611 Holy Bible through ad hominemnattack on one of the translators. It would benefi
Wolf to study Billy Sunday’s famouBooze Sermaon

Seewww.biblebelievers.com/billy sunday booze.html

As that sermon indicates, Sunday was one of thé mdstanding Christian campaigners against alco-
hol of all time. In addition, he was a thoroughgpKing James Bible believer who said thathen the
Bible (AV1611) says one thing and scholarship saygher, scholarship can go plumb to the Devil!”

SeePeter Amue the Bible Corrector Part p 2, www.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/why-the-av-
only-7434.php

Steadfast belief in the AV1611 is therefore instemtal and conspicuously effective in opposing alco-
hol consumption, regardless of aspects of the patdives of any of the translators. Wolf seemwoig
rant of that fact of history.

He also appears ignorant of the first mention afenin the scripture, which occurs in the very morti
of the scriptures that Richard Thomson helped tadé@msnd which Wolf mentions, the Books of Genesis
to Kings.

Genesis 9:21 states tH&nd he drank of the wine and was drunkenand he was uncovered within
his tent”

However partial any individual may be ‘t@ine and strong drink” Numbers 6:3, the 1611 Holy Bible
clearly takeshe diametrically opposite stanceWolf can’t appreciate that because as Provedg 2
states;Wisdom is too high for a fool: he openeth not hisouth in the gat¢’ only on the web.

Note that Wolf's allusion to Richard Thomson’s dkimg is one of 28 deceptive stratagems used by
evolutionists against Biblical creationists thatlsédm Bowden lists in Appendix 4 of his bo&cience

vs Evolution Bowden identifies the stratagem that Wolf isngswith respect to Richard Thomson’s
drinking asGuilt (or Denigration) by Associatiofno. 25 in Bowden'’s list). The stratagem is used
associate the person or object of criticism (i tase the 1611 Holy Bible) with an individualyation

or type of behaviour or belief that is deemed wrongvil. In this way, the critic aims to ‘provéiat
whoever or whatever he is criticising (in this cdise 1611 Holy Bible) must therefore, by assocratio
also be wrong or evil.

Grievous Wolf has used the same deceptive stratagefuestion 9with respect to the King James
translators as a group andQuestion 50with respect to King James'.1 He will useanother, similar
deceptive stratagem with respect to denigratindl8iel Holy Bible inQuestions 6162, which consists
of appealing to individuals whose character Wolfcpéses as thantithesisof that of King James®]
Richard Thomson and the King James translatorsyasugp.

Is it possible that the rendition “gay clothing,hithe KJV at James 2:3, could give the wrong impres
sion to the modern-English KJV reader?

If it did, that is the reader’s problem, not thelgem of the 1611 Holy Bible. Grievous Wolf evidgn
can't tell the difference. He also forgot to relaanes 2:2 that definégay clothing” in James 2:3.

“For if there come unto your assembly a man withgmld ring, in_goodly appareland there come in
also a poor man in vile raiment;”

“Gay clothing” is “goodly apparel”i.e. expensive clothing worn by a rich man who a#ord “a gold
ring.” Wolf is being wilfully ignorant again, 1 Corintims 14:38. Se@uestions 46, 7, 12 13, 15, 16,
19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46.

Did dead people “wake up” in the morning accorditaglsaiah 37:36 in the KJV?
Yes, shortly before they actually dropped deade ftevant verses are as follows.

“And it came to pass that night, that the angel thfe LORD went outand smote in the camp of the
Assyriansan hundred fourscore and five thousand: and whemel arose early in the morningoe-
hold, they were all dead corpseg Kings 19:35.
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“Then the angel of the LORD went forthand smote in the camp of the Assyriaashundred and
fourscore and five thousand: and when they arosalgan the morning, behold they were all dead
corpses Isaiah 37:36.

Usually when the Lord smote an individual or indials in scripture, death followed immediatelyror i
a very short space of time. See Exodus 12:2913amuel 6:19, 25:38, 2 Samuel 6:7, Acts 12:23.
However, the Lord can smite an individual so thedtt is certain but not instantaneous. King Jehora
of Judah is a case in point, from 2 Chronicles 2119.

“And after all this the LORD smote him in_his bowewith an incurable diseaseAnd it came to pass,
that in_process of timeafter the end of two yearsis bowels fell out by reason of his sickness:Iso
died of sore diseasesAnd his people made no burning for him, like thoeirning of his fathers”

In a similar way,'the angel of the Lord” smote the Assyrians such that their deaths wataigeout

not immediate (and in this case not displaying sytyptoms of a debilitating disease such as evdptual
killed Jehoram). Having been smitten during thghhithe Assyrians arose in the morning, formed up
in battle array to advance on Jerusalem, 2 King32L&nd dropped dead on the spot, or took one pace
forward and then dropped dead. It is apparent f2okings 19:35, Isaiah 37:36 that the Assyriansldie
in unison, which indicates that they were in fonmatvhen their foreordained deaths struck.

Note that the Lord can slay without the slain dyimgnediately, even though, once again, the deaths a
certain. See Ezekiel 9:5-6, 10.

“And to the others he said in mine hearing, Go yéex him through the city and smite let not your
eye spare, neither have ye pity: Slay utterly olddayoung both maids, and little children, and
women: but come not near any man upon whom is tharky and begin at my sanctuary. Then they
began at the ancient men which were before the hmu#\nd as for me also, mine eye shall not spare
neither will | have pity but | will recompense their way upon their hedd

Grievous Wolf should really make more of an effiart'Search the scriptures”John 5:39 instead of
remaining wilfully ignorant of them. Séguestions 46, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52.

Was “Baptist” John’s last name according to Matth&4.8 and Luke 7:20 in the KJV?

Wolf has a surname. Why should he begrudge Jolrsdme privilege? What is the difference be-
tween“John Baptist” in Matthew 14:8, Luke 7:20 arfdohn the Baptist” in Matthew 3:1, 11:11, 12
and 10 other places afidlesus Christ” in Matthew 1:1, 18, Mark 1:1 and 94 other placed ‘desus
the Christ” in Matthew 16:20? I[fJesus Christ” and“Jesus the Christ’are both acceptable New Tes-
tament expressions in English, insofar as Wolf dieguestion either of them, why shouldfidohn
Baptist” and“John the Baptist” be equally acceptable?

Grievous Wolf doesn’'t say. He continues to be wilyfignorant of“the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy
3:15. Seduestions 46, 7, 12, 13,15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52, 53.

Is 2 Corinthians 6:11-13 in the KJV understood aakea[sic] any sense to the modern-English KJV
reader? — “O ye Corinthians, our mouth is open uptal, our heart is enlarged. Ye are not straitened
in us, but ye are straitened in your own bowelswNor a recompense in the same, (I speak as upto m
children,) be ye also enlarged.” If this can bartslated to make sense to us in modern languagester
would that be a sin?

Paul has just written in detail in 2 Corinthiang-&0 “approving ourselves as the ministers of God”
andbeing genuinely ‘transparent’ with respect to thari@hians“because | have you in my heart”
Philippians 1:7‘being affectionately desirous of youl Thessalonians 2:8. He urges them to be like-
wise in return so that he afitimothy our brother” 2 Corinthians 1:1 may minister more effectively to
the Corinthians. Paul’s concern for the Corintkiaras the same as his concern for the Thessalonians
as seen in 1 Thessalonians 3:10.

“Night and day praying exceedingly that we mightesgour face,_and might perfect that which is
lacking in your faith...”

The issues that Paul raises in 2 Corinthians 68L&+l personal relationships, including persona-rel
tionship with God, call for genuine transpareneyst and desirous affection on the part of bolie
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ministers of God”and those to whom they minister in order to belwesl “to the glory of God”1 Co-
rinthians 10:31.

2 Corinthians 6:11-13 already makes sense in Biblamguage and has done so for 400 years. Any at-
tempt to change the passage into supposeubye modern language termskould simply be more sa-
tanic corruption ofthe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21. SebBlew Age VersionBy Dr Mrs Gail Rip-
linger.

Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignorant again. &@uestions 46, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38,

46, 52, 53, 54. If he has trouble with the wofthowels” the expression in scripture includes the heart,
Psalm 22:14, Jeremiah 4:19, Lamentations 1:20t i§hahy Paul uses the expression to describe, more
vividly than by means of any modern alternative, deepest and most sincere qualities of the sawed i
dividual's character as in Colossians 3:12.

“Put on therefore, as the elect of Gotioly and belovedbowels of merciekindness humbleness of
mind, meeknessongsuffering”

Does the singular “oath’s,” occurring in every KJ& Matthew 14:9 and Mark 6:26, “correct” every
Textus Receptus Greek which has the plural (“oaths/ the post-1611 publishers, misplacing the
apostrophe?

Yes, because Herod only made one oath, regardi¢ss opinions of modern editors to the contrary as
found in the NIV/TNIV /2011NIV/NKJV. See Matthewd17, Mark 6:23.

“Whereupon he promised with an oatto give her whatsoever she would dsk

“And he sware unto_her Whatsoever thou shalt ask of me, | will give itee, unto the half of my
kingdom”

Grievous Wolf continues to be wilfully ignorant the holy scriptures”2 Timothy 3:15. Se@ues-
tions 4 6, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52, 53, 54 55.

It should be noted that ‘the Greek’ ftmabbath” in Matthew 28:1 iplural in any Greek text, including
editions of the Received Text, e.g. Ricker Bermytstion of Stephanus’s 1550 Edition, minority text
editions such as Nestle’s 2Edition (which say&sabbaths” in its English interlinear text) and the Far-
stad-Hodges so-called ‘Majority’ Text. Modern verss, NIV/TNIV/2011NIV/NKJV, nevertheless
translate theplural ‘Greek’ word for“sabbaths” as thesingular word “sabbath” showing that ‘the
Greek’ with respect to singulars and plurals isneally the final authority, even for modern tratels.
See thRuckman Reference Bilgel295.

Did Jesus teach a way for men to be “worshiped’ading to Luke 14:10 in the KJV, contradicting
the first commandment and what He said in Luke 4R@member — you may not go the Greek for any
“light” if you are a KJV only advocate].

The correct term is ndKJV only advocate It is King James Biblauthority advocate. That is a
much more robust stance on authority than thatredv@us Wolf, whose only authority is two-and-a-
half pints of human brains. Sktroduction.

‘The Greek’ doesn’t give any'light ,” as Grievous Wolf's last 57+ questions have revkaléle
should reflect carefully upon Luke 11:35.

“Take heed therefore that the light which is in teeébe not darknes’s
See Dr Mrs Ripilinger’s remarks und@uestion 4@n ‘the Greek’ that God has finished with.

Once again, Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignotaof “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15. See
Questions 46, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52, 53, 54 55, 56.

Luke 14:10 does not sdworshipped” as in Luke 4:8Thou shalt worshipthe Lord thy God.” Luke
14:10 saysFriend, go_up higher. then shalt thou_have worship To “have worship” in the context
is simply to be broughthigher” and acknowledged dmore honourable” Luke 14:8 or‘exalted” ac-
cording to Luke 14:11.

“For whosoever exaltetthimself shall be abased; and he that humbleth hmfsshall be exalted
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58.Is the Holy Ghost an “it” according to John 1:32;0Rans 8:16, 26; and 1 Peter 1:11 in the KJV?
[Again — you may not go the Greek for any “lighf’yiou are a KJV only advocate].

See remarks above with respectKdV only advocate’and“light™ from ‘the Greek.” The verses in
Question 58ead as follows, with the additions of Romans 8277 Hebrews 7:25. Note the underlined
words.

John 1:32'And John bare record, saying, | saw the Spirit desding from heaven like a dove, and it
abode upon_hint

Romans 8:16-17The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirithat we are the children of God
And if children, then heirs; heirs of God, and jotrheirs with Christ if so be that we suffer with_him
that we may be also glorified togethér

Romans 8:26Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our infirmitiesfor we know not what we should pray
for as we ought: but the Spirit itself maketh intsgssion for us with groanings which cannot be ut-
tered. And_he that searcheth the hearts knowethaivls the mind of the Spirjtbecause he maketh
intercession for the saints according to the wifi God”

Hebrews 7:25Wherefore heis able also to save them to the uttermost thaheounto_Godby him
seeing he ever liveth to make intercession for them

1 Peter 1:12Searching what, or what manner of time the Spif Christ which was in them did sig-
nify, when it testified beforehand the suffering$ Ghrist, and the glory that should follow

Each of the above passages, including the crosserefe Hebrews 7:25, contains a reference to the
Lord Jesus Christ.

The Biblical answer toQuestion 58s therefore found in John 16:13-14. Again, nibte underlined
words.

“Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, heill guide you into all truth: for he shall not spek
of himself, but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speakd he will shew you things to come.
He shall glorify me for he shall receive of mine, and shall shew o you”

In passages whefthe Spirit of Christ” draws attention to the Lord Jesus Chfiste Spirit itself” glo-
rifies the Lord Jesus ChristThereforé'he shall not speak of himself That is why the word&t” or
“itself” are found in John 1:32, Romans 8:16, 26, 1 Petet and not‘he” or “himself” as the
NIV/TNIV/2011NIV/NKJV wrongly insert in those verse

Simple, really, as in Luke 10:21:

“In that hour Jesus rejoiced in spirit, and said, thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth,
that thou hast hid these things from the wise andugent, and hast revealed them unto babeven
so, Father; for so it seemed good in thy sight

59.Does Luke 23:56 support a “Friday” crucifixion imé KJV? [No “day” here in Greek].

No. John 19:31 shows why. Regardless of ‘the KGréday” is where it should be in English in the
1611 Holy Bible in Luke 23:56. The modern courdés, NIV/TNIV/2011NIV/NKJV, are in error in
omitting “day” because the omission implies that the week ottheifixion had only the normal Sab-
bath, namely Saturday. However, as John 19:31 shihat week hatlvo Sabbaths, just as the seven
days of unleavened bread in Exodus 12:15-18 incatpdtwo Sabbaths.

“The Jews therefore, because it was the preparatidimat the bodies should not remain upon the
cross on the sabbath day, (for that sabbath day vaashigh day) besought Pilate that their legs
might be broken, and that they might be taken away

See theRuckman Reference Bibpg 1257-1258 and Dr Ruckman’s commentiing Book of Matthew
pp 218, 584-585, 709. The Lord Jesus Christ wasifeed on the Wednesday and tiégh day” Sab-
bath of that week was the next day, Thursday, V@b by the conventional Sabbath, Saturday, such
that the Lord spent a full 72 houia the heart of the earth”’according to Matthew 12:40.
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“For as Jonas was three days and three nights irettvhale’s belly;,_so shall the Son of man be three
days and three nights in the heart of the eafth

Note that by the omission 6dlay” in Luke 23:56, it is ‘the Greek,’ so-called an@ ttmodern counter-
feits that“support a “Friday” [i.e. Catholic]crucifixion” by implying that the week of the crucifixion
includedonly one Sabbathe. the conventional Saturday Sabbath.

60.Did Jesus command for a girl to be given “meat’dat according to Luke 8:55 in the KJV? [or, “of
them that sit at meat with thedsic] at Luke 14:10], or did he mean “food”?

“Meat” in scripture refers to any kind of food. Seedgample Genesis 1:29, 9:3, 25:29 with Hebrews
12:16, 27:4, 40:17, Leviticus 2:4, 14, Judges 14218amuel 13:10, 1 Kings 19:8, Psalm 78:25, Isaiah
62:8, Ezekiel 16:19, 45:15, 47:12, Matthew 3:4 375:John 21:5-6.

Once again, Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignotaof “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15. See
Questions 46, 7, 12 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52, 53, 54 55, 56, 57, 58, 59.

61.Was Charles Haddon Spurgeon a “Bible-corrupter” feamying that Romans 8:24 should be rendered
“saved in hope,” instead of the KJV's “saved by bt [Metropolitan Tabernacle Pulpit, Vol 27,
1881, page 485 — see more Spurgeon KJV commeWihain is “KIV-Onlyism?”, his & many others’
views in the article, “Quotes on Bible Translatitjs

Yes.

Grievous Wolf (and Charles Haddon Spurgeon ondhbéasion) forgot to read the context of Romans
8:24.

“And not only they, but ourselves also, which hatlee firstfruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves
groan within ourselves, waiting for the adoptioio wit, the redemption of our bodyRomans 8:23.

“For we are saved by hopdut hope that is seen is not hope: for what a ms@eth, why doth he yet
hope for?” Romans 8:24.

“But if we hope for that we see not, then do wehwiiatience wait for it Romans 8:25.

Romans 8:24 makes reference to the salvatiahephysical bodyRomans 8:23, not the soul, at the
Lord’s Return, 1 Thessalonians 4:16, 17, which Plastribes a%hat blessed hopkin Titus 2:13.

“Looking for that blessed hopeand the glorious appearing of the great God andr&aviour Jesus
Christ;”

The Christian is'saved by hope’with respect tdthe redemption of our bodybecauséthat blessed
hope” is thereality of the Return ofthe Lord from heaven”1 Corinthians 15:47 as Paul explains in
Philippians 3:20-21. (The opening statement ofipihians 3:20 matches Ephesians 2:6, which states
that the believer is even now seatgrdheavenly places in Christ Jesu3’”

“For our conversation is in heavenfrom whence also we look for the Saviguthe Lord Jesus
Christ: Who shall change our vile bodyhat it may be fashioned like unto his gloriousty, accord-
ing to the working whereby he is able even to suédl things unto himself

Paul therefore exhorts believers‘tath patience wait for it” Romans 8:25 i.€that blessed hope’ac-
cording to 2 Thessalonians 3:5.

“And the Lord direct your hearts into the love ofd@él, and into the patient waiting for Christ

See Dr Ruckman’s commentafyne Book of Romargp 321-322 and thRuckman Reference Bilye
1497.

Once again, Grievous Wolf is being wilfully ignotaof “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15. See
Questions 46, 7, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 21, 24, 25, 38, 46, 52, 53, 54 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60.

The NIV/TNIV/2011NIV/NKJV/NIB/NWT/HCSB all havéin hope” or similar. The JB ha&ontent
to hope”

The RV, DRB havéby hope” in agreement with the AV1611.
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The Coverdale Bible h&gn) hope.”

The Wycliffe, Tyndale, Great, Bishops’, Geneva B#haveby hope” in agreement with the AV1611.

On balance, the witnesses for and against the AYV1é4ading'by hope” in Romans 8:24 show that on
this occasion, Spurgeon aligned himself with thengr crowd, namely the NIV, TNIV, 2011NIV,
NKJV, NJB, NWT, HCSB etc. and Grievous Wolf.

62.Was R. A. Torrey “lying” when he said the followimg1907 — “No one, so far as | know, holds that th
English translation of the Bible is absolutely iifde and inerrant. The doctrine held by manythat
the Scriptures as originally given were absoluiekallible and inerrant, and that our English trdas
tion is a substantially accurate rendering of th@iures as originally given” [Difficulties in théi-
ble, page 17].

Yes.

Note this extract fromvww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-onlyAV1611 vs Rome — The Holy Bible vs The
Unholy Church!p 13. It describes the heresy of ‘originals-osityi in the modern era. This heresy
stemmed from individuals who wef@&raitors, heady, highminded”2 Timothy 3:4.

1881, Year of Infamy

1881 was a year of infamy. Westcott and Hort [shigld the RV in 1881. That same year, Professors
Archibald Hodge and Benjamin Warfield of PrincefBmeological Seminary attacked the Holy Bible -
by appealing to the lost ‘originals.” In The Prgsbrian Review, 1881, Vol. 2, No. 6, pp 237-8, they
said this.

“All the affirmations of Scripture...are without aeyror, when the ipsissima verba [the precise words]
of the original autographs are ascertained andiipteted in their natural and intended sense.”

That is, only the ‘originals,” which you don’t hgweee God’s words and only the ‘scholars’ can alu
what Godreally said. So ‘scholarship’ is now the final authorfty Protestants, just as the Church is
the final authority for Catholics. Today, Chrigtidundamentalists proclaim the heresy of ‘scholgrsh
onlyism’ or ‘originals-onlyism’ from pulpits up amndbwn the land. Why no revival? You have the an-
swer.

Note the following extract fromwww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/The KJB Story 1611-2011
Abridgedpp 15-16. It consists of the testimonies of mdmwpoke unequivocally of the infallibility,
inerrancy and indeed inspiration of the 1611 Holgl®& regardless ofvhether they were for or against
it.

“Give me that Book”- Bunyan, Wesley, Spurgeon, Ryle, Shaw

This is from John Bunyan, The Immortal DreamerWyBurgess McCreary: “A university man met
Bunyan on the road near Cambridge. Said he to Ban§How dare you preach, not having the origi-
nal Scriptures?” “Do you have them - the copiestien by the apostles and prophets?” asked Bunyan.
“No,” replied the scholar. “But | have what | b&ve to be a true copy of the original.” “And |,a&l
Bunyan, “believe the English Bible to be a truectm.™

John Charles Ryle was the first Church of Englamsh@&p of Liverpool.
Seeen.wikipedia.org/wiki/J. _C. Ryle

In the 1870s, he wrote a book entitled The Christi@aders of the Last (i.e. 8Century, about the
great revival preachers like Whitefield and Wesley.

He said this about these preachers and the 161¢ Billle, his emphases.

“The spiritual reformers of the last century taugiinstantlythe sufficiency and supremacy of Holy
Scripture. The Bible, whole and unmutilated, was their sale of faith and practice. They accepted
all its statements without question or dispute.eyfknew nothing of any part of Scripture being tnin
spired. They never allowed that man has any “yerd faculty” within him, by which Scripture state-
ments may be weighed, rejected or received. Thegrrflinched from asserting that there can be no
error in the Word of God; and that when we cannaderstand or reconcile some part of its contents,
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the fault is in the interpreter and not in the texn all their preaching they were eminently mérooe
book. To that book they were content to pin tfeth, and by it to stand or fall. This was oneugd
characteristic of their preaching. They honouriy loved, they reverenced the Bible.”

One of those men was John Wesley. He said thig ¢t 1611 Holy Bible.

““| want to know one thing — the way to heaven -whito land safe on that happy shore. God Himself
has condescended to teach the way; for this vedlyHEncame from heaven. He hath written it down in
a book. Oh, give me that book! At any price gnethe book of God! | have it: here is knowledge
enough for me. Let me be a man of one book.™

Consider what Charles Haddon Spurgeon had to saytihe 1611 Holy Bible.

“The Bible is God’s word, and when | see it, | seerhear a voice saying, ‘| am the Book of God, man

read me; | am God’s writing: open my leaves, fards penned by God'...l plead with you, | beg of,you

respect your Bibles, and search them out. Go hamderead your Bibles...O Book of books! And wast
thou written by my God? Then | will bow beforeethihou Book of vast authority! For He has written

this Book Himself...let us love it, let us coumhdre precious than fine gold!”

In the English-speaking world, even up until WoNdr 2, the attitudes toward the 1611 Holy Bible ex-
pressed by those men; Bunyan, Wesley, Ryle andi&pyrwere not as exceptional as we might think,
as this statement shows:

“In all these instances the Bible means the tratgtaauthorised by King James the First...to this day
the common human Britisher or citizen of the Uni¢attes of North America accepts and worships it as
a single book by a single author, the book beirgBbok of Books and the author being God.”

What a bibliolatrous thing to say about the Britaind the United States of a mere 60 to 70 year$ ago
Who could possibly make such an outrageous stat®men

Answer: George Bernard Shaw, who was a lifelongiath
Seewww.liberator.net/articles/SloanGary/Shaw.html

However, Shaw was of course an accomplished anekn@vn writer, so he was in a position to know
what Britons and Americans of his time thought ati¢erature.

In answer to Grievous Wolf's citation of Spurgemgainstthe 1611 Holy Bible iQuestion 61this is
what Spurgeon said to his students about the 1@yl Bible a few months before he died in 1892. See
www.spurgeon.org/misc/gfw.htm

“If this book be not infallible, where shall we dinnfallibility? We have given up the Pope, forhes
blundered often and terribly; but we shall not sptinstead of him a horde of little popelings fréisim
college. Are these correctors of Scripture infaé? Is it certain that our Bibles are not righit that
the critics must be so?...

“But where shall infallibility be found? “The depisaith, it is not in me”; yet those who have npttie
at all [spiritually] would have us imagine that it is in them; or ddgeperpetual change they hope to hit
upon it...

“We shall gradually be so bedoubted and becritidizénat only a few of the most profoujiratellectu-
ally] will know what is Bible, and what is not, and thell dictate to all the rest of us. | have no raor
faith in their mercy than in their accuracy: theyllwob us of all that we hold most dear, and glony
the cruel deed. This same reign of terror we shatl endure, for we still believe that God revdalet
himself rather to babes than to the wise and prudamd we are fully assured that our own old Eryglis
version of the Scriptures is sufficient for plaiemrfor all purposes of life, salvation, and godfiae We
do not despise learning, but we will never sayuifuce or criticism, “These be thy gods, O Israégl!”

It remains for Grievous Wolf to state unequivocalfether it was God or the Devil that prompted
Spurgeon to make the statements given above @ukestion 62and to explain his choice of prompter.
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Further testimony to the infallibility, inerrancy@ indeed inspiration of the 1611 Holy Bible may be
found in this extract fromwww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/BI0D82.pdf Peter
Amue the Bible Corrector Part 1See pp 2-3.

The words of evangelist Billy Sunday ring down deeades. See “O Biblios” The Book by Alan
O'Reilly, Covenant Publishers, 2001, p 102.

See p 86 of the uploaded fileww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

“When the Bible (AV1611) says one thing and schsbigr says another, scholarship can go plumb to
the Devil!”

Despite his highly unorthodox attitude and ‘offeesimanner, “Billy Sunday saw over 1,000,000 men
and women “hit the sawdust trail” in open profegsiof faith in our Lord Jesus Christ”, according to
the paper How Great Soul winners Were Endued watvd?, by Dr Rev lan Paisley...

Yet another distinguished witness, William Lyon|pfieLampson Professor of English Literature at
Yale University, said this. See Human Nature enBible by William Lyon Phelps, 1922, Introduction.

“We Anglo-Saxons have a better Bible than the FnemcGermans or the Italians or the Spanish; our
English translation is even better than the oridikBebrew and Greek. There is only one way to ex-
plain this; | have no theory to account for thecadled “inspiration of the Bible,” but | am confidé
that the Authorized Version was inspired.

“Now as the English-speaking people have the bddeBn the world, and as it is the most beautiful
monument ever erected with the English alphabebwght to make the most of it, for it is an incompa
rably rich inheritance, free to all who can read@his means that we ought invariably in the churod a

on public occasions to use the Authorized Versatinpthers are inferior. And, except for specialrp
poses, it should be used exclusively in privatelirep  Why make constant companions of the second
best, when the best is available?”

Though not a bible believer himself, journalist assbayist H. L. Mencken, 1880-1956, is said to be
“regarded as one of the most influential Americaitess and prose stylists of the first half of tH@P
century.” Seeen.wikipedia.org/wiki/H. L. Mencken

He said this about the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible.

“It is the most beautiful of all the translationg the Bible; indeed, it is probably the most betliti
piece of writing in all the literature. Many att@is have been made to purge it of its errors arstob
rities...many learned but misguided men have sowgptdduce translations that should be mathemati-
cally accurate, and in the plain speech of everyd8yt the Authorized Version has never yielded to
any of them, for it is palpably and overwhelminigétter than they are...”

See The Men Behind the King James Version by Guss&waine, Baker Book House, 1977, p viii.

Somehow, God has never honoured any attempts ‘figeptiof its errors and obscurities” in four cen-
turies. How does Mr Amué explain this testimonlyistory?

“In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall evemprd be established2 Corinthians 13:1b.

Eight witnesses in favour of the inerrancy, infallty and inspiration of the 1611 Holy Bible halseen
cited above, fourfold the minimum number. Grievdeslf can no more explain that testimony of his-
tory in favour of the inerrancy, infallibility anchspiration of the 1611 Holy Bible than the poor be
nighted Mr Amué could.

Note this statement from p 34 ‘@ Biblios” — The Bookby this writer with respect to the underhanded
method that Grievous Wolf has used to attack tHel Holy Bible inQuestions 6162. The statement
includes an illusion to R. A. Torrey.

See p 25 of the uploaded fileww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-only/

A variation on this criticisnjto the effect that any Bible translation (espdgi#he AV1611) is imper-
fect because men are imperfect and all Bible tedosd are men, i.e. the satanic syllogigmjhat
‘good, godly men corrected the AV1611 on occasiont must need correcting’. The simple answer is
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that when any matholds the truth in unrighteousness’Romans 1:18, by exalting HIS own authority
over that of [the 1611 HOLY BIBLE], he CEASES t&goed’ and he ceases to be ‘godly’.

“My glory will I not give to another” Isaiah 42:8, not Torrey, not Spurgeon, not Ryl&, @alvin, not
Wesley, not Moody, not Scofield, not ANY other.

The above statement illustrates another deceptimtagem that Malcolm Bowden lists in his bdadi-
ence vs EvolutianSeeQuestion 51

UnderQuestion 51 Grievous Wolf used the deceptive stratagem oftwhalcolm Bowden terms§uilt
(or Denigration) by Associatio(no. 25 in Bowden'’s list) in order to denigrate th611 Holy Bible by
allusion to translator Richard Thomson'’s drinkingnderQuestions 6162, Grievous Wolf is attempt-
ing to subvert the 1611 Holy Bible by means of g{al denigration) bylissociation

Malcolm Bowden refers to that particular decepsiuatagem aallacious Appeal to Authority It is
no. 12 on his list. The stratagem consists of alipg to a well-known individual to act as a dengli
authority in a subject in which he is not an expert

Charles Haddon Spurgeon and R. A. Torrey were kvallvn individuals in their respective fields of
preaching and evangelism but they were not expéttsrespect to the text of the 1611 Holy Bible, al
though Spurgeon nevertheless acknowledged theammyy infallibility and inspiration of the 1611
Holy Bible when'in his right mind” Mark 5:15. Se®uestion 61

Dr William Grady notes in his book/hat Hath God Wroughpp 357-379 that Torrey fell under the de-
structive influence of the ‘originals-onlyists’ Btoody Bible Institute and, as their student, thiathe
German higher critics of the Lutheran Universitigfs Leipzig and Erlanger wittfthe poison of
asps...under their lips'Romans 3:13 against the 1611 Holy Bible, from Whiorrey’s belief in the
AV1611 suffered permanent damage.

As Solomon warns in Proverbs 13:2@e that walketh with wisemnen shall be wise: but a companion
of fools shall be destroyed

The Expert with respect to the text of the 1611yHeible is its Author, of Whom John states in Rewvel
tion 5:1:

“And | saw in the right hand of him that sat on ththrone a book written within and on the backside
sealed with seven sedls

This is what one of the Author’s experts with regge that Book, Dr Miles Smith, said irhe Transla-
tors To The ReaderSeewww.timefortruth.co.uk/why-av-onlyhe KJB Story 1611-2011 Abridged
21.

“Ye are brought unto fountains of living water wihige digged not; do not cast earth into them whn t
Philistines [Genesis 26:15], neither prefer brokpits before them with the wicked Jews [Jeremiah
2:13]. Others have laboured, and you may enteo ihieir labours; O receive not so great things in
vain, O despise not so great salvation!...a bleskedy it is, and will bring us to everlasting béeginess

in the end, when God speaketh unto us, to heaskban he setteth his word before us, to read it;rwhe
he stretcheth out his hand and calleth, to answere am I, here we are to do thy will, O God. The
Lord work a care and conscience in us to know hieh serve him, that we may be acknowledged of him
at the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ, to whaeithh the holy Ghost, be all praise and thanksgiving
Amen.”

If Grievous Wolf was‘in his right mind” Mark 5:15, he would listen to both the Expert, 3di6:13,
and the experts, like Dr Miles Smith.

Did God supernaturally “move His Word from the angl languages to English” in 1611 as affirmed
by The Flaming Torch?

WhateverThe Flaming Torclsays is irrelevant.
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See extensive remarks und@uestion 2&or an outline of God’s purification process ftie words of
the LORD” according to Psalm 12:6-7 and of how the 1611 HBibfte is the final stage of perfection
for that purification process.

64.1s it a sin to use different translations to trydamnderstand all that could be translated from mhanu-
scripts?

The exercise is pointless. See Dr Mrs Ripilingeemarks undeQuestion 46n ‘the Greek’ that God
has finished with.

65.1f God was so intent on preserving an error freet tevhy is it that there is no Hebrew text presdrve
that is error free?

The question is a declaration of the heresy ofjingls-onlyism’ according to Hodge and WarfieldeeS
Question 62 It is a blatant denial of the promise of theyiential preservation dfthe words of the
LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7 and of the priesthood of all belisv®lalachi 2:7, 1 Peter 2:5, 9. See heck-
man Reference Bible 780 with respect to the promise of the provigegmreservation ofthe words of
the LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7.

An error-free Hebrew text is not the issue becdtse Hebrew’ is not the final authority. The 1611
Holy Bible is the issue because it is the finahauty. See Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s statement frdpues-
tion 46

“Two hundred years later, in 1838, the Jews’ Sacietlowed the KJB [translators’] method of access-
ing a pure vernacular Bible, when creating an eitiof the Hebrew New Testament. They made
changes to the Greek, “following in most dubiousesathe reading of the English version” (see the
chapter “The Scriptures to All NationgHazardous Materialhapter 3Q]for many more such exam-
ples; John McClintock and James Strong, CyclopeéiBiblical, Theological and Ecclesiastical Litera-
ture, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, vol. 1335.)"

Note this extract fronQuestion 30 Hebrew and Greek texts were simply stages impthaservation and
purification of“the words of the LORD”Psalm 12:6, 7. They have been superseded b\ctiptuses

in the language of the End Times. The inerranagtberwise of today’s extant Hebrew and Greek texts
Is irrelevant.

Dr Laurence Vance has shown in The Bible BelievBtbetin, February 2003, June 2006 how Psalm
12:6, 7 was fulfilled in the broad sweep of histbyymeans of:

« Areceived Hebrew text, 1800 BC to 389 BC
« Areceived Aramaic text at the same time (GenBsisiel, etc.)
« Areceived Greek text from AD 40 to AD 90
« Areceived Syrian text from AD 120 to AD 200
« Areceived Latin text from AD 150 to AD 1500
« Areceived German text from AD 1500 to AD 2006
- Areceived English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006L@260
That analysis would satisfy a genuine Bible beligakhough it may not satisfy Grievous Wolf.

See pp 7-8 ofvww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/B30W82.pdfPeter Amue the Bible
Corrector Part 1with respect taVissionary Effectivenes®f the 1611 Holy Biblen English, not He-
brew or Greek

See pp 6-7 ofvww.timefortruth.co.uk/content/pages/documents/B307407.pdfPeter Amue the Bible
Corrector Part 2with respect to the pre-eminence of English aditigeia francaof the End Times and
with it, the pre-eminence of the 1611 Holy Bibter obedience to the faith among all nationgor his
name” Romans 1:5.

Note the following statement from Dr Mrs Riplingeom In Awe of Thy Worgp 19-20 that empha-
sisesEnglish as the premier missionary language and the 161y Bible in English,not Hebrew or
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Greekas the premier missionary Bible, with no necedsityanything from either ‘the Hebrew’ or ‘the
Greek.’

“In 1611 the KJV served only 5 million English-skgiey people. Today the KJV could be used to bring
this century’s nearly 2 billion English speakersatgaving knowledge of Jesus Christ (49% of these a
native speakers of English; 51% of these can sgeake English as their second language). This is
nearly 33% of the world’s population [year 2000abtorld population 6 billion]...The teaching of
English is now required in most nations of the worl[Stanford University] English Professor, Seth
Lerer, feels that ‘in many ways, the central featof 20" century English is its status as a global lan-
guage.”

If God was so intent on preserving a Greek texbreiree, why is it that there is no Greek text preed
that is error free?

The question is a declaration of the heresy ofjinals-onlyism’ according to Hodge and WarfieldeeS
Question 62 It is a blatant denial of the promise of thevyaential preservation dfthe words of the

LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7 and of the priesthood of all beligy®alachi 2:7, 1 Peter 2:5, 9. See heck-

man Reference Bible 780 with respect to the promise of the providgmireservation ofthe words of

the LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7.

An error-free Greek text is not the issue becatlse Greek’ is not the final authority. The 1611\Ho
Bible is the issue because it is the final autljoriBee Dr Mrs Riplinger’'s statement frad@Question 46
and related remarks.

“The desire to appear intelligent or superior byfeging to ‘the Greek’ and downplaying the common
man’s Bible, exposes a naivety concerning textisabty and those documents which today’s pseudo-
intellectuals call ‘the critical text,” ‘the origial Greek,” the ‘Majority Text,” or the ‘Textus Retes.’
There existed a true original Greek (i.e. Majoritgxt, Textus Receptus). It is not in print andenev
will be, because it is unnecessary. No one ompldaeet speaks first century Koine Greek, so Gdihis
ished with it. He needs no ‘Dead Bible Societytrémslate it into “everyday English,” using thersa
corrupt secularised lexicons used by the TNIV, \NXSB and HCSBHolman Christian Standard Bi-
ble]. God has not called readers to check his HolyidBibr errors. He has called his Holy Bible to
check us for errors.

“What Would Jesus Do?
M Inspire a Biblepeople carread?
O Inspire conflicting Greek editions which few caade

O Inspire unsaved liberals to write conflicting Grelekicons to translate conflicting one-man Greek
editions?

O Inspire originals then lose themTauthor’'s emphasis)

Those are salutary remarks for all serious studeftthe bible translation issue. What Grievous fWol
would make of them, though, is anybody’s guess.

See remarks und€uestion 65vith respect tdenglishas the premier missionary language and the 1611
Holy Bible in Englishjnot Hebrew or Greeks the premier missionary Bible, with no necedsityany-
thing from either ‘the Hebrew’ or ‘the Greek.’

If God wanted an error free English text, why ishiat there was no error free Greek or Hebrew text
from which to translate an error free version?

The question is a declaration of the heresy ofjinals-onlyism’ according to Hodge and WarfieldeeS
Question 62 It is a blatant denial of the promise of thevyaential preservation dfthe words of the

LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7 and of the priesthood of all beligy®alachi 2:7, 1 Peter 2:5, 9. See heck-

man Reference Bible 780 with respect to the promise of the providgmireservation ofthe words of

the LORD” Psalm 12:6, 7.

Error-free Hebrew and Greek texts are not the ismoause ‘the Hebrew’ and ‘the Greek’ are not the
final authority. The 1611 Holy Bible is the issbecause it is the final authority. See Dr Mrs Ripl
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ger’s statements froiQuestions 4665, 66 above and note her definitive statement flordwe of Thy
Wordp 31 about ‘the Hebrew’ and ‘the Greek.’

“God said, “I have not spoken in secret,” in lexit® hidden on scholars’ bookshelves, but “in the vol
ume of the book” in “other tongues,” such as Enfglidsa. 45:19, Heb. 10:7). The phrase, “in the
Greek” and “in the Hebrew” is too often immediatefiyllowed by echoes from the “bottomless pit,”
warns Rev9:11*. Unlike today’s editors, the KJV translators’ dinauthorities were Bibles, not lexi-
cons. They saw the KJV as the final “perfectedd &finished” English Bible. “Satan,” they warned,
benefited from “various editionsfi.e. of future ‘bibles’ such as RV of 1881 and #ibse that fol-
lowed].”

*Revelation 9:11 (!) is the only place in scriptumbere the expressioris the Greek” and*“in the
Hebrew” occur together in the one verse.

“The bottomless pit”is where Grievous Wolf's mindset has stemmed fem that of his fellow travel-
lers. Nothing further need be said un@erestion 6&xcept to warn those individuals what will happen
to theirgrievous worksat the Second Advent (amersonsif either they or any of their co-‘originals-
onlyists’ are unsaved when the Lord comes backe Batthew 13:41-42.

“The Son of man shall send forth his angels, andeth shall gather out of his kingdom all things that
offend, and them which do iniquityAnd shall cast them into a furnace of fireghere shall be wailing
and gnashing of teeth

See remarks undé€yuestions 6566 with respect t&nglishas the premier missionary language and the
1611 Holy Biblein English not Hebrew or Greelas the premier missionary Bible, with no necessity
for anything from either ‘the Hebrew’ or ‘the Greek

Conclusion

All of Grievous Wolf's questions have been answesad“the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 has been
proven true with each and every answer. As Paul iseBRomans 3:4:

“...yea, let God be truebut every man a ligras it is written That thou mightest be justified in thy say-
ings, and mightest overcome when thou art judged

If ever Grievous Wolf'came to himself Luke 15:17 such that he wém his right mind” Mark 5:15, he
would let the 1611 Holy Bible judge him, not théet way round.

Alan O'Reilly
February 2012




